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Introduction 

In order to establish a baseline for examining the facts compiled 
by the committee, it is useful to begin with the statements uttered 
by the President early on in his administration. It is also useful to 
measure the statements against his deeds. This will provide the 
public with a proper measure for determining the success of this 
President in resolving issues in his own backyard — in particular 
this issue known as “Travelgate.” As President Clinton stated him- 
self when this matter first come to light, “Look at the facts, evalu- 
ate the facts, and draw your own conclusions.” 1 

“It will be a great story [firing the Travel Office employees] — Bill 
Clinton cleaning up the White House.” 


1 Transcript of remarks by President Clinton, May 21, 1993. 
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— Harry Thomason, May 1993 in a conversation with 
White House aide Jennifer O’Connor. 

“May 12, p.m. — Thomason comes back in DW’s [office] — says he 
bumped into Hillary and she’s ready to fire them all that day. 
— David Watkins notes of May 31, 1993 discussing con- 
tacts on the Travel Office. 

“Harry says his people can run things better; save money, etc. And 
besides we need those people out — we need our people in — We 
need the slots — ... Is the real story to be told?” 

— David Watkins notes of a conversation with the First 
Lady on May 14, 1993. 

“If we do any kind of report & fail to address these q[uestion]s, 
press jumps on you wanting to know answers; while if you give 
answers that aren’t fully honest (e.g., nothing re HRC) you risk 
hugely compounding the problem by getting caught in half- 
truths. You run risk of turning this into a ‘coverup’.” 

— Todd Stern, co-author of the White House Manage- 
ment Review of the Travel Office firings. 

“Defend management decision, thereby defend HRC role whatever 
it is, was in fact or might have been misperceived to be.” 

— Vincent Foster, July 1993. 

“Bernie, are you hiding something?” 

— Former Deputy Attorney General Philip Heymann in 
a conversation with Bernard Nussbaum following Nuss- 
baum’s refusal to allow law enforcement authorities to re- 
view Foster’s documents, July 1993. 

I. Summary Overview 

Travelgate is a story about the failure of the Clinton White 
House to live up to the ethical standards expected of the highest 
office in the land. The wrongdoing of this administration lies not 
in the firings of the seven Travel Office employees. They served at 
the pleasure of the President. If the President chose to fire them 
to reward political cronies, that was his prerogative. And he must 
reap the consequences. 

Rather, the wrongdoing occurred after the firings. It resulted 
from a desire to hide the truth about who actually fired them and 
why. 

The committee spent ZVi years investigating not just who fired 
them and why, but the wrongdoing that followed. The resulting 
mosaic pieced together from the facts uncovered reveals the an- 
swers the White House refused to disclose. In the end, the actions 
of the Clinton administration following the firings may have a last- 
ing and damaging impact on the Office of the Presidency. 

The committee has found that the motive for the firings was po- 
litical cronyism: the President sought to reward his friend, Harry 
Thomason, with the spoils of the White House travel business. A 
pretext for the firings was created, and the trigger was pulled. 

When the public reacted to the firing with outrage, the roles of 
the President, First Lady and Thomason were minimized as the 
White House staff engaged in a colossal damage-control effort. 

First, it had to portray the victims of the firings as the wrong- 
doers. This was achieved by White House officials unleashing the 
full powers of the Federal Government against the seven former 
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workers. The extraordinary might of the Federal Bureau of Inves- 
tigation, the Internal Revenue Service and the Department of Jus- 
tice — not to mention the prestige of the White House itself — all 
were brought to bear. These actions constitute a gross abuse of the 
rights of seven American citizens and their families. 

Second, an enormous and elaborate cover-up operation, housed in 
the White House Counsel’s Office, sought to prevent numerous in- 
vestigations from discovering not only the roles of who fired the 
workers and why, but also their efforts to persecute the victims. In 
the process, the administration may have severely damaged the 
credibility and prestige of the White House: it obstructed and frus- 
trated all investigations; it turned the Office of the White House 
Counsel into a political damage-control operation; it made frivolous 
claims of executive privilege; it abused its powers to smear inno- 
cent citizens; and most important, it failed to level with the Amer- 
ican people. 

As a result, it is the committee’s view that the White House 
stands in contempt of its own constitutional responsibilities to 
faithfully uphold and execute the Constitution and laws of the Na- 
tion. Never before has a President and his staff done so much to 
cover up improper actions and hinder the public’s right to learn the 
truth. The following chapters reveal the facts that tell this story. 

A. THE WHITE HOUSE STONEWALLED ALL INVESTIGATIONS INTO THE 
WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE FIRINGS AND RELATED MATTERS 

Three and a half years ago, the friends of Webb Hubbell , 2 David 
Watkins , 3 Jim and Susan McDougal , 4 Mike Espy , 5 Harold Ickes , 6 
Bruce Lindsey , 7 Bernard Nussbaum , 8 Susan Thomases , 9 Jim Guy 


2 The former Associate Attorney General for the Clinton administration convicted of tax eva- 
sion and mail fraud for stealing money from clients of the Rose Law Firm which included the 
Federal Government. 

3 The former White House administrator who resigned in May 1994 after using a Presidential 
helicopter to play golf. The cost of the flight was estimated at more than $13,000. 

4 The former business partners and good friends of Bill and Hillary Clinton. James McDougal 
was convicted in June 1996 on 18 counts of bank fraud and conspiracy. His ex-wife Susan 
McDougal was convicted in June 1996 on 4 counts of bank fraud and conspiracy. 

5 The former Clinton Agriculture Secretary who resigned December 31, 1994, due to potential 
conflicts of interest relating to his relationship with the poultry industry (specifically Tyson 
Foods). The appointment of an Independent Counsel in October 1994, spurred Espy’s resigna- 
tion. 

6 Currently the White House Deputy Chief of Staff. Ickes was the lawyer for LIUNA (Laborers’ 
International Union of North America), a union investigated by the Justice Department for al- 
leged mob activity. 

7 Deputy White House Counsel, close advisor to President Clinton and unindicted co-conspira- 
tor in Independent Counsel Starr’s prosecution of Arkansas bankers, Hill and Branscum. 
Lindsey was alleged to have distributed funds from Arkansas Banks for Clinton gubernatorial 
campaign. 

8 The controversial first Clinton White House Counsel who presided over numerous adminis- 
tration debacles, including Travelgate, and resigned in March 1994 following the issuance of nu- 
merous Whitewater subpoenas to the White House. 

9 Close friend and advisor to Mrs. Clinton. Thomases was allegedly involved in advising Ber- 
nard Nussbaum that Mrs. Clinton was concerned about law enforcement officials having “unfet- 
tered access” to Foster’s office following his death. 
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Tucker, 10 Craig Livingstone, 11 Bill Kennedy, 12 and Dick Morris 13 
came to Washington vowing to provide the “most ethical” adminis- 
tration in the history of the Republic. 14 One of their first targets 
in allegedly “cleaning up” Washington was the small, tucked-away 
White House Travel Office, where then-Director Billy Dale had 
served for over 30 years through eight Presidents and had voted for 
the new President, William Jefferson Clinton. Before long, Bill 
Clinton, who campaigned on the mantra, “I feel your pain,” caused 
a great deal of pain in the lives of seven career Government em- 
ployees as well as countless others caught up in the events known 
as “Travelgate.” 

Because the White House has gone to great lengths to prevent 
this committee from investigating the Travelgate matter, the com- 
mittee must ask: Why have so many on the Government payroll at 
the White House worked so hard for so long to keep the real story 
about the Travel Office firings and related events from the Amer- 
ican people? Why, to use the words of a senior White House official, 
did the President “run the risk of turning this into a cover-up?” 15 
Why did the President ultimately resort to the most frivolous claim 
of executive privilege rivaling even the Nixon administration in his 
determined efforts to delay this investigation and push it into the 
political season? Why did the White House hide the fact of Presi- 
dent Clinton’s knowledge of the firings before they occurred? 

The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight has dis- 
covered endless cover-ups hidden within cover-ups. One of Presi- 
dent Clinton’s lawyers offered a prophetic rationale as to why the 
White House continues to keep matters under wraps. In typed 
notes over which President Clinton claimed executive privilege, a 
White House Counsel tellingly quoted William Safire: 

No politician is stupid enough to hide something when 
he has nothing to hide. 16 

The evasiveness with which President Clinton’s lawyers have 
dealt with congressional investigators for more than 3 years pre- 
sented the committee with the following dilemma: If there really is 
nothing there, why are the President’s lawyers working so hard to 
hide something? 


10 The former Governor of Arkansas who resigned after his conviction for obtaining illegal 
loans from David Hale. His prison term was suspended pending his good behavior while on pro- 
bation. 

11 The ex-bar bouncer who was brought to the White House to direct the Office of Personnel 
Security after serving on the Clinton/Gore campaign as senior consultant on “counter events op- 
erations” including the “deployment” of “Chicken George.” Livingstone reportedly hurled racial 
epithets at a senior aide to Representative Floyd Flake earlier this year and in 1993 threatened 
to “punch in” the face of a female neighbor. Mr. Livingstone resigned in the wake of the FBI 
files matter while appearing before this committee on June 26, 1996. 

12 Former associate counsel who was and is a partner in Mrs. Clinton’s former law firm. Mr. 
Kennedy was Craig Livingstone’s boss and distinguished himself by failing to obtain passes for 
White House officials in a timely fashion and neglecting to report his “nanny tax” problem when 
he joined the White House staff. Mr. Kennedy resigned in November 1994. 

13 Resigned from the Clinton/Gore ’96 Campaign amidst reports that he had a year-long rela- 
tionship with a Virginia call girl in his official office/suite at the Jefferson Hotel. Reported to 
have told $200-an-hour prostitute Sherry Rowlands that a paranoid Mrs. Clinton ordered the 
FBI files of Republicans for review by the Clinton White House. Mr. Morris claims he was only 
talking about “polling data” which indicated the American people thought Mrs. Clinton was be- 
hind the FBI files matter. 

14 Bill Clinton 1992 campaign statement. 

15 Handwritten notes of Deputy Staff Secretary Todd Stem, May 27, 1993, CGEPR 682-683. 

16 “Whitewater Potential Questions” prepared by White House Counsel’s office, DF 781532. 
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We learned that the lives of seven innocent long-time career Gov- 
ernment employees were shattered, their reputations smeared, to 
make way for the ambitions and arrogance of the President’s 
friends and family. We learned that the FBI and IRS became in- 
volved in this matter because of Harry Thomason’s false allegations 
that Travel Office Director Billy Dale received illegal “kickbacks” 
from a charter airline company. The White House knew very quick- 
ly that the alleged source of the kickback charges denied ever mak- 
ing them. But upon learning this fact, the White House did nothing 
to correct the public record it had created through misinformation. 

In fact, long after President Clinton’s White House staff knew 
the allegations were false, they continued in their efforts to make 
a case against the beleaguered and increasingly impoverished Billy 
Dale. The Department of Justice (“DOJ”) case, U.S. v. Billy Ray 
Dale, was sorely lacking in evidence. It was compromised by miss- 
ing records that had not been secured by the Clinton White House 
or the Justice Department. 

It was obvious, even to Justice Department prosecutors, that 
they had no witnesses who could provide any derogatory informa- 
tion about Billy Dale. Finally, they were left only with the dubious 
claim that the notoriously frugal Mr. Dale lived a “lavish lifestyle.” 
The prosecution revealed to the jury the “scandalous” evidence that 
Mrs. Dale went to a hairdresser and purchased large quantities of 
groceries for the Lake Anne vacation home the two-career Dales 
saved many years to build and enjoy. Predictably, Dale was acquit- 
ted in less than 2 hours by a jury of his peers. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Dale’s speedy acquittal did not put an end to 
his 3-year ordeal. The IRS pursued Dale, threatening income tax 
audits. The IRS also was busy in Smyrna, TN auditing the com- 
pany that did business with Mr. Dale at the Travel Office, UltrAir. 

Only recently was Mr. Dale given a clean bill of health by the 
Internal Revenue Service after 3 years of intense scrutiny. UltrAir 
had no tax liability and an owner of UltrAir received a $5,000 re- 
fund before the IRS gave up its search for any shred of evidence 
to justify its harassment of this small struggling business. 

We learned that the individual responsible for “securing” the 
Travel Office on the day of the firings and maintaining the records 
was none other than the now famous ex-bouncer and political oper- 
ative, Craig Livingstone, former Director of the White House Secu- 
rity Office. 17 Mr. Livingstone was the same individual seen by Se- 
cret Service Agent Bruce Abbott removing boxes of documents from 
the White House the morning after Vince Foster’s death in July 
1993. 

The much-heralded White House Management Review (herein- 
after “WHMR”) proved to be nothing more than a whitewash over- 
seen by then-Chief of Staff and childhood friend of Bill Clinton, 
Mack McLarty, the very person who had authorized the Travel Of- 
fice firings. In the course of the committee investigation, evidence 
of a vast cover-up of President Clinton’s knowledge and dealings 
with his close friend Harry Thomason as well as his staffs delib- 
erate minimization of Hillary Clinton’s role emerged and still con- 
tinues to unfold. 


17 Committee deposition of Craig Livingstone, March 22, 1996 p. 115. 
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We learned that access does indeed have its privileges. For the 
seven fired White House Travel Office employees, this meant they 
had to be moved out of the picture to make way for President Clin- 
ton’s Hollywood connection, Harry Thomason. The committee ob- 
tained evidence that President Clinton personally gave the nod for 
Harry Thomason to come to the White House to work on the 
“Image Project” — not Political Director Rahm Emanuel as has been 
represented by the White House. We learned that having powerful 
friends and the same lawyer as President Clinton can make for 
timid prosecutors. 18 

We learned that a long-hidden memo by a key figure in the Trav- 
el Office affair, David Watkins, disclosed that Hillary Clinton, 
based upon information provided by Harry Thomason, pressured 
senior White House aides for the firings. 19 Despite President Clin- 
ton’s misleading press accounts that he knew little about the 
firings, we learned Bill Clinton actually was briefed on the firings 
2 days before they occurred. 20 And then-Assistant to President 
Clinton for Management and Administration, David Watkins reluc- 
tantly became the designated fall guy for the firings in order to 
protect the higher-ups who had directed his actions. 

We learned of the long-hidden notebook kept by Vincent Foster 
had been in the office of White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum 
following Mr. Foster’s death. The notebook chronicled Mr. Foster’s 
anguish over Hillary Clinton’s role in the firings, Harry 
Thomason’s potential criminal liability, and whether the White 
House scandal containment strategy could be maintained to stop at 
the level of David Watkins. 

We learned that Mrs. Clinton directed President Clinton’s Chief 
of Staff, Mack McLarty not to tell President Clinton about the torn 
up “suicide” note found in Vincent Foster’s briefcase on July 26th, 
6 days after his death. Mrs. Clinton instructed the President’s sen- 
ior aides to wait until a “coherent position” was developed before 
informing the President. 21 The note was essentially an outline of 
a defense of the Travel Office firings. When it took more than a day 
to turn the note over to the proper law enforcement authorities, 
both the Attorney General and Deputy Attorney General were so 
concerned that the Deputy Attorney General immediately initiated 
an FBI investigation into the delay in turning over the note. 22 In 
the investigation of the delay, no one mentioned Mrs. Clinton’s in- 


18 President Clinton’s personal defense lawyer, Robert Bennett, who handles the Paula Jones 
case, also represents “Friend of Bill” Harry Thomason in both criminal and civil matters. Deputy 
Chief of Staff Harold Ickes is another of the colorful clients responsible for monopolizing Ben- 
nett’s legal dance card. 

19 Undated memorandum by David Watkins entitled “Response to Internal White House Trav- 
el Office Management Review,” (otherwise known as the “Watkins soul-cleansing memo”), White 
House document production Bates Stamp No. CGE 012286-012294. (Hereinafter document num- 
bers preceded by “CGE”, “CGEPR”, or “DF” indicate White House documents.) 

20 White House Management Review interview notes of Bruce Lindsey, June 9, 1993, CGEPR 
331-334. 

21 White House debriefing of David Gergen’s attorney Andy Krulwich, by Miriam Nemetz, July 
13, 1995. The debriefing pertained to David Gergen’s deposition before the Senate Whitewater 
Committee on July 12, 1995, DF 781220-781224. 

22 “Vincent Foster, Jr., Deputy White House Counsel to the President — Victim; 7/20/93,” by 
Special Agent Scott M. Salter, 7/29/93-8/9/93. The report was made to the Deputy Attorney Gen- 
eral who requested the FBI to enter the captioned investigation and to “focus FBI efforts on 
the turning over of a note found in the office of Vincent W. Foster.” 
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volvement in reviewing the note or recommending a delay in turn- 
ing it over. 23 

We learned of the existence of a letter long withheld from all in- 
vestigators which David Watkins wrote to “Hillary.” In that letter, 
Watkins lamented that the GAO revealed conversations that Wat- 
kins had with Mrs. Clinton. Mr. Watkins assured Mrs. Clinton that 
he knew who his “client” was and regretted revealing that Mrs. 
Clinton told him she wanted “those people out” and “our people 
in.” 24 

After a long battle to obtain responsive subpoenaed documents, 
White House Counsel to the President Jack Quinn finally turned 
over documents one of which led us to discover that hundreds of 
FBI files of Reagan and Bush officials, including that of former 
Travel Office Director Billy Dale, were wrongfully requisitioned 
from the FBI in 1993 and 1994 by two political operatives, Craig 
Livingstone and his sidekick Anthony Marceca, who had special- 
ized in opposition research for the Democratic Party. 

We now know that the individual placed by President Clinton in 
charge of the FBI files was the very same individual whom the 
White House had put in charge of securing the Travel Office 
records on the day of the firings — the now infamous security offi- 
cer, Craig Livingstone. 

We learned that the White House Counsel’s office withheld Billy 
Dale’s FBI background file for months misrepresenting it to the 
committee as a personnel file, effectively keeping the lid on the 
Filegate scandal. 25 

The fact that Craig Livingstone held the fate of Billy Dale and 
his colleagues in his hands, however, came as no surprise to Mr. 
Dale. He and his family were subjected to inexcusable, unending 
indignities by the Clinton White House, hounded by the servile 
Justice Department and the IRS. Mr. Dale was denied the oppor- 
tunity to defend himself by a Department of Justice prosecutor who 
opposed Dale’s defense motion to present facts detailing the miss- 
ing Travel Office records. We know that the prosecutor himself told 
IRS investigators that records were missing, most likely removed 
by Presidential cousin Catherine Cornelius, who had designs on 
running the Travel Office. 26 Why didn’t the Justice Department’s 
prosecutor feel he had the same disclosure responsibilities to Mr. 
Dale as to other Government investigative units? This question 
never was answered. 

Fortunately, Mr. Dale was acquitted despite the actions of the 
White House and the Justice Department. His colleagues were to- 
tally exonerated of any wrongdoing. Nevertheless, to this day, 
President Clinton continues to malign Mr. Dale and continues to 
exhibit an unusually thin-skinned response to press inquiries about 
this matter. In January of this year, White House Press Secretary 


23 Id. 

24 Letter to Hillary Rodham Clinton from David Watkins, May 3, 1994, CGE 39294. 

25 Letter from White House Counsel Jack Quinn to Chairman Clinger, June 10, 1996. But see, 
conflicting testimony by Special Counsel to the President, Jane Sherburne in her committee dep- 
osition of July 23, 1996, p. 32. (Although Quinn, in his letter suggests that the White House 
knew of its possession of the Billy Dale FBI background file-referring to it as a “personnel file,” 
Sherburne, in sworn testimony, stated unequivocally that she did not know of the existence of 
the file in February of this year.) 

26 IRS Agent Bruce Brown’s memorandum of his discussion with DO J Prosecutor Stuart Gold- 
berg, August 16, 1993. 
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Mike McCurry gave his assurances that President Clinton would 
sign a bill to reimburse Billy Dale’s legal expenses. 27 However, the 
President recently, and angrily, reneged on that promise. 28 

Although the committee has been far more successful in uncover- 
ing new information to explain these events than has any previous 
investigation, the disappearance of relevant documents, the selec- 
tive amnesia among dozens of relevant witnesses and the sustained 
obstruction orchestrated by President Clinton’s stable of White 
House lawyers, have kept the full story from being told. This con- 
tinues to be the standard operating procedure of the Clinton White 
House to this day. 

B. THE FULL COOPERATION PLEDGED BY THE PRESIDENT WAS A 
HOLLOW PROMISE 29 

The President’s promise to cooperate fully with investigations 
into the Travel Office and related matters never was honored. Re- 
quested records never were appropriately provided to the Justice 
Department or any other investigative body over the course of nu- 
merous inquiries — including criminal investigations and the inves- 
tigation by this committee. 

Five separate investigations examined various aspects of the 
Travel Office firings. What all five previous investigations had in 
common was the White House’s success in denying production of 
relevant documents to each of them. Such sustained obstruction 
over so long a period of time only could persist if directed from the 
very “highest levels.” The buck stops at the President. 

While this committee has been far more successful in obtaining 
relevant records than any other previous investigation, its pains- 
taking efforts have met with obstruction from President Clinton’s 
staff at every turn. As a result, in some areas the committee’s in- 
vestigation is still inconclusive. Since the firings and especially 
since the 1994 elections, the White House Counsel’s office hired a 
team of lawyers for a major damage control operation which we 
have concluded focused on withholding from the committee docu- 
ments related to Harry Thomason, Mrs. Clinton and President 
Clinton. 

In January 1995, Congressman Clinger became the chairman of 
the new House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
and announced that a thorough investigation into the growing 
Travel Office scandal would be undertaken. Three hearings had 
been held and subpoenas were issued when documents suddenly 
materialized inside the White House that previously had been sub- 


27 White House press briefing, January 30, 1996. (Q: “Would the President . . . sign . . . such 
a measure, were it to pass?” McCurry: “Yes, he would sign it.”) 

28 In an August 1, 1996, press conference, Clinton addressed questions regarding his prior 
commitment to sign a bill, which would reimburse Billy Dale for $500,000 in legal fees Dale 
incurred in his defense. Clinton angrily declared, “I never gave my word on that.” Referring to 
White House aides who have been asked to give testimony to this and other investigations, he 
snapped, “There are a lot of people who were never charged with anything, much less offering 
to plead guilty to anything . . . Are we going to pay their legal expenses, too?” 

29 January, 12, 1996, press briefing. (President Clinton, in answer to questions about Repub- 
lican assertions that the White House has not been cooperative with probes into the Travel Of- 
fice and Whitewater affairs, stated: “We’re in the cooperation business. That’s what we want 
to do.” In a July 13, 1993 letter to Jack Brooks, President Clinton stated, “The Attorney General 
is in the process of reviewing any matters relating to the Travel Office and you can be assured 
that the Attorney General will have the Administration’s full cooperation in investigating those 
matters which the Department wishes to review.” 
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poenaed by other bodies and requested by the committee. On 
March 9, 1996, the U.S. House of Representatives by voice vote 
adopted House Resolution 369 which authorized committee staff to 
take depositions pursuant to a subpoena in the White House Travel 
Office matter. 

The committee has deposed 72 witnesses, informally interviewed 
23 witnesses, obtained 58,734 documents from the White House 
and approximately 45,000 documents from the Justice Department, 
Treasury Department and other agencies. 

The committee was determined to ensure that the Clinton ad- 
ministration did not succeed in its attempt to derail this Travel Of- 
fice investigation, as it had with every preceding investigation. Un- 
fortunately, the committee found that issuance of subpoenas was 
not sufficient to ensure the production of all relevant records. It be- 
came necessary for the committee to take the rare action, holding 
White House Counsel John M. Quinn in contempt of Congress on 
May 9, 1996 by the committee. It was only after scheduling a May 
30, 1996, House floor vote on the Resolution that the White House 
turned over 1,000 pages over which it initially had asserted were 
“subject to” executive privilege. 

However, the White House continued to withhold 2,000 pages of 
documents. President Clinton asserted a blanket claim of executive 
privilege, stalling for time throughout the summer of 1996. The 
White House Counsel’s Office/Chief of Staffs Sherburne “team” fi- 
nally provided the committee with access to the 2,000 pages of 
overly-redacted documents only when a second threat of a House 
floor vote on contempt of Congress was made. Only at that point 
did President Clinton finally relinquish the outstanding subpoe- 
naed documents to the committee on August 15, 1996. A date cal- 
culated to attract the least attention from the media as it was the 
same evening that Senator Dole accepted the Republican nomina- 
tion for President. 

Had the committee failed to pursue its right to obtain this infor- 
mation, its investigation would have been severely undermined and 
we never would have learned the key facts surrounding the termi- 
nation of the seven Travel Office employees. We likely never would 
have uncovered the Clinton White House’s receipt of hundreds of 
FBI background files or evidence of the vast White House cover-up 
of Travelgate and Filegate. 

C. PRESIDENT CLINTON’S STAFF ENGAGED IN AN UNPRECEDENTED 
MISUSE OF EXECUTIVE POWER AND EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

From the start, the White House Travel Office matter has re- 
flected a disturbing pattern of misuse of executive power and re- 
sistance by the White House to any type of public accountability for 
highly questionable activities. Ironically, while President Clinton 
preaches individual responsibility, he assembled a team of tax- 
payer-funded White House attorneys to evade accountability and 
avoid responsibility for his actions and those of his staff and advi- 
sors. President Clinton created his own personal legal defense 
team, the likes of which the Office of the President has never be- 
fore seen. 

We have learned through documents most reluctantly produced 
to the committee that President Clinton’s White House Counsel 
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routinely engaged in the practice of debriefing witnesses’ attorneys 
after giving sworn testimony. The witnesses, mostly current and 
former White House staff, included those being deposed by this and 
other committees as well as those testifying before criminal grand 
juries. This practice is unprecedented for any White House under- 
going an investigation, and may result in the waiver of the attor- 
ney-client privilege in matters currently being investigated by the 
Independent Counsel. 

In addition, other documents contained in the 2,000 were pro- 
vided to the committee only after a threat of a congressional crimi- 
nal contempt vote. These detailed scripts were created by White 
House Counsel for use by minority members of the committee to 
thwart this investigation. Such meticulous executive branch 
scripting for congressional hearings is something even the Nixon 
White House did not dare to undertake. The information from 
these debriefings and scripts demonstrates that the White House 
was privy to information which was inconsistent with public state- 
ments made by Clinton officials and even President Clinton and 
Mrs. Clinton. 

It became clear that President Clinton ultimately had resorted to 
a blanket claim of executive privilege over these and other docu- 
ments which clearly were not covered by any logical reading of the 
law of the privilege, in a last-ditch effort to forestall the commit- 
tee’s review of relevant documents. 

D. THE CONSEQUENCES OF THE WHITE HOUSE’S COVER-UP HAVE BEEN 

DRAMATIC TO THE TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES, THE FOSTER FAM- 
ILY, AND ADMINISTRATION OFFICIALS IN PERSONAL, AS WELL AS IN 

INSTITUTIONAL TERMS 

Undeniably, the Travel Office fiasco and the resulting cover-up 
have had sad and even tragic consequences. They caused irrep- 
arable damage to the lives and reputations of seven innocent Trav- 
el Office employees, led to numerous thwarted and even obstructed 
investigations, and it seems clear contributed to the depression and 
death of one of the central figures in the firings, former Deputy 
Counsel to the President, Vincent Foster. 

The White House’s reasons for obscuring facts, covering up the 
initial events and covering up the cover-ups, often were petty or 
otherwise reflected the vanity of a new administration refusing to 
admit its mistakes in the matter, or acknowledge inappropriate in- 
terference in other areas. In some cases, it was an administration 
seeking favors for friends that, if implemented, at the very least, 
would have crossed ethical lines. It is clear that once the “official” 
story was made public, any movement toward the truth brought 
the threat of damaging legal and political ramifications that the 
Clinton White House could not afford to risk. 

The extensive documentary record constructed over the past year 
has dismantled the White House cover story. The committee sought 
records of meetings, phone logs, Secret Service logs and White 
House residence records that were the only way to fill in the miss- 
ing memories of countless witnesses. While the recollections of wit- 
nesses frequently have been implausibly flawed, the documentary 
record often tells a very different and far more complete story. 
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Finally, it is the President himself who ultimately must be held 
accountable for this persistent pattern of White House misinforma- 
tion and misuse of executive power and executive privilege. Given 
the alarming turnover of key White House operatives over the past 
3 V 2 years, only the President himself could have sustained such a 
pattern of misbehavior. Why has President Clinton tried to keep 
the true story from being told? A recurring question arises whether 
the President is above the law — whether the First Lady is above 
the law. 

The discrepancies, vagaries and omissions between the “official” 
White House account of these matters and the factual record now 
properly falls within the scope of the criminal investigation by 
Independent Counsel Kenneth Starr, now known as “Travelgate.” 

II. Committee Findings and Recommendations 

Committee Findings 

PLANS TO FIRE THE WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES AND 
REPLACE THEM WITH CAMPAIGN PERSONNEL WERE IN PLACE FROM 
THE EARLIEST DAYS OF THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION 

• Efforts to dislodge the longstanding White House Travel Of- 
fice employees began shortly after the 1992 election and con- 
tinued throughout the Clinton transition. Presidential cousin 
Catherine Cornelius, who had worked on travel arrangements 
for the campaign, teamed up with Arkansas-based travel com- 
pany World Wide Travel to advocate “out-sourcing” the travel 
operations at the White House. 

• White House Administrator David Watkins met with 
Cornelius and World Wide representatives several times prior 
to January 20, 1993, and Cornelius submitted several memos 
during this timeframe. Meanwhile, World Wide Travel secured 
the Democratic National Committee business, an account it 
still holds today. 

• Harry Thomason, whose air charter consulting company 
Thomason, Richland and Martens, Inc. (TRM) provided serv- 
ices to the Clinton/Gore campaign, spoke with Mrs. Clinton 
during the transition and pressed his view that the long-time 
career employees “should be replaced because they were dis- 
loyal.” 30 Thomason also told President Clinton about allega- 
tions of wrongdoing in the Travel Office in March 1993. 

HARRY THOMASON WHO HAD A FINANCIAL STAKE IN THE TRAVEL 
BUSINESS, INSTIGATED THE FIRING OF THE TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOY- 
EES. MR. THOMASON HAD PERSONAL AND FINANCIAL STAKES IN EN- 
SURING THAT THE FORMER TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES WERE FIRED 
WHICH MADE IT CLEARLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR HIM TO HAVE ANY IN- 
VOLVEMENT IN THIS MATTER 

• Harry Thomason was the first person to pass along rumors 
about the Travel Office employees to Mrs. Clinton and Presi- 


30 Notes of White House Associate Counsel Natalie Williams of conversation with Harry 
Thomason attorney, Amy Sabrin, undated (but most likely from January 1996 timeframe), DF 
780464-465. The President exerted a claim of executive privilege over these notes on May 30, 
1996 and they were not provided to the committee until August 15, 1996. 
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dent Clinton. (While Mrs. Clinton has suggested that Vincent 
Foster may have told her first about the rumors, Foster’s own 
notes indicate that he did not know about the rumors until 
May 12, 1993, when Watkins and Harry Thomason first ap- 
proached him. Mrs. Clinton only raised this issue with Foster 
the following day.) Neither Mrs. Clinton nor anyone in Mrs. 
Clinton’s office could identify any alternative source of the ru- 
mors. 31 

• The suggestion by President and Mrs. Clinton that there 
were “rumors everywhere” and Harry Thomason’s sworn testi- 
mony about “a buzz in the air” of wrongdoing in the Travel Of- 
fice are not consistent with the more than 70 depositions con- 
ducted by the committee and dozens of informal interviews. 
Virtually no one — except those in direct contact with Harry 
Thomason — heard rumors. The White House Management Re- 
view authors confirmed that they discovered no other source of 
the rumors and their notes make clear that Thomason was the 
source of the rumors. Both the General Accounting Office re- 
view and the DOJ Office of Professional Responsibility (“OPR”) 
review concluded that Harry Thomason passed on the rumors 
to Mrs. Clinton. 

• Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens made efforts to inves- 
tigate the Travel Office employees in the spring of 1993. 
Martens had Penny Sample of Air Advantage make calls to 
UltrAir, the company that had the Travel Office business, and 
Martens sought out a former UltrAir employee for information. 
Documents related to these efforts are missing. A March 5, 
1993, memo indicated that Darnell Martens was to receive a 
package from Miami Air and would have a “complete summary 
with substantive information” for Thomason. These documents 
never were produced to the committee. 

• Harry Thomason contacted David Watkins on April 16, 1993, 
and passed on rumors of wrongdoing about the Travel Office. 
According to Watkins’ contemporaneous notes, Harry 
Thomason related the allegations of 5 % kickbacks in this con- 
versation. 32 Watkins then relayed this information to Cath- 
erine Cornelius and asked her to investigate the office. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON APPROVED HARRY THOMASON’S “IMAGE PROJECT” 
AT THE WHITE HOUSE, GIVING THOMASON AN “OFFICIAL STATUS.” 
THIS FACILITATED HARRY THOMASON’S EFFORTS TO OBTAIN LUCRA- 
TIVE GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS 

• President Clinton, Mack McLarty, George Stephanopoulos, 
and Mandy Grunwald “all approved” the “White House 
Project” — Harry Thomason’s image project at the White 
House. 33 Contrary to White House representations that Rahm 
Emanuel was responsible for bringing Harry Thomason to the 
White House, Mack McLarty, with President Clinton’s ap- 


31 See depositions of First Lady’s Chief of Staff Maggie Williams, July 29, 1996, and Press Sec- 
retary Lisa Caputo, May 14, 1996, and responses to interrogatories from the First Lady of 
March 21, 1996 

32 David Watkins handwritten notes dated April 16, 1993, CGE 29184. 

33 Committee deposition of Todd Stern, May 29, 1996, pp. 38-39. [Note: all committee deposi- 
tion citations reflect the page(s) of the original deposition transcripts.] 
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proval, authorized Thomason’s work at the White House. 
Emanuel would not have had the authority to bring anyone 
into the White House in such a fashion. There was a McLarty 
memo, now missing, that was circulated to senior staff about 
Thomason’s role. 34 

• Thomason’s White House Project went beyond simple 
“image” issues and he was involved in meetings on how to ob- 
tain more money for staffing purposes throughout the White 
House. The possibility of using excess Presidential inaugural 
funds for extra staff also was being explored by the White 
House. 35 

HARRY THOMASON ABUSED HIS OFFICIAL STATUS AND WHITE HOUSE 
ACCESS AT A TIME WHEN HE HAD A FINANCIAL STAKE IN THE TRAV- 
EL BUSINESS. HARRY THOMASON’S ACTIVITIES AT THE WHITE HOUSE 
MAKE HIM A SPECIAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE TO WHICH THE CON- 
FLICT OF INTEREST LAWS APPLY 

• Darnell Martens, Harry Thomason’s partner in his air char- 
ter consulting company, TRM, wrote a January 29, 1993 memo 
to Thomason outlining how they should pursue “Washington 
opportunities” in the early days of the Clinton administration. 
These opportunities included seeking White House travel busi- 
ness as well as a quarter-of-a-million dollar GSA contract to 
survey all non-military Government aircraft. Documents pro- 
vided to this committee and only subsequently provided to the 
Justice Department, clearly establish that TRM was seeking 
both Travel Office business and the GSA contract. 

• Darnell Martens, with the assistance of his partner Harry 
Thomason, contacted Billy Dale in February 1993 seeking the 
Travel Office business. Martens’ post-May 19, 1993, expla- 
nations that he was seeking the business on behalf of others, 
contradicts his own documents of March 5, 1993, in which he 
advocates that “the Administration . . . disband the . . . sys- 
tem in favor of the functions being outsourced to TRM/Air Ad- 
vantage.” Furthermore, TRM would have stood to benefit from 
potential commissions as well as business goodwill even if only 
seeking the contracts for others. 

• On or around February 16-17, 1993, Harry Thomason gave 
President Clinton a February 11, 1993, memo drafted by 
Martens soliciting the GSA contract to audit non-military air- 
craft. At this time, Thomason was working at the White House 
and staying as a guest in the White House residence. 36 At or 
around this same time, Harry Thomason first told President 
Clinton of rumors of wrongdoing in the Travel Office and in- 


34 Jennifer O’Connor’s handwritten notes dated August 18, 1993, identify the memo, CGE 
37586; committee deposition of Jennifer O’Connor, March 29, 1996, p. 45. 

35 The White House later inappropriately withheld from GAO investigators the page of the 
White House Project memo which discusses this issue on the grounds that it was a “political” 
issue. 

36 See committee deposition of John Podesta, June 5, 1996, p. 23. Podesta was then-Staff Sec- 
retary at the White House, testified that he did not see the February 11, 1993, memo go into 
President Clinton’s office but he did see it coming out of his office. Harry Thomason stayed at 
the residence on February 16 and 17, 1993. Thomason recalls bowling with President Clinton 
on this occasion — and beating the President — and he is listed in White House residence records 
but he does not recall whether he passed on the February 11 memo (CGE 2223) on which the 
President wrote a February 17, 1993, note. Committee deposition of Harry Thomason, May 17, 
1993, p. 122. 
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formed President Clinton he would speak with the appropriate 
office at the White House about this. President Clinton, fully 
aware of Thomason’s business interests in this area, took no 
action to discourage Thomason’s involvement. 

• President Clinton reviewed the TRM proposal for the GSA 
contract and set in motion efforts to assist TRM in obtaining 
Government business by sending a note to Mack McLarty read- 
ing: “Mack/These guys are sharp/shd discuss/w/Panetta/Lader.” 
On February 17, 1993, Staff Secretary John Podesta passed 
along this memo from the President to McLarty, David Wat- 
kins and Mark Gearan for “ACTION.” 37 

• Mr. Thomason, who then was working on the White House 
“image” project for the purpose of obtaining good press stories 
for President Clinton, told David Watkins, Jennifer O’Connor 
and others that firing the Travel Office employees would be a 
“good press story.” Thus, creating a good news story to bolster 
President Clinton’s image was an objective of the Travel Office 
firings. This was all done in the course of Thomason’s duties 
in the image project for which even White House Counsel Beth 
Nolan opined that he was a special Government employee. 

• Mr. Thomason was involved in numerous meetings concern- 
ing the Travel Office. Thomason’s advice on restaffing a new 
Travel Office was both offered to Mrs. Clinton and relayed to 
David Watkins and Catherine Cornelius. Ms. Cornelius was in- 
structed to meet with Thomason about the Travel Office. 
Thomason tasked Darnell Martens about having Penny Sample 
come to Washington and the White House to work in the Trav- 
el Office. While an SGE for purposes of the imaging project, 
Thomason independently became an SGE for purposes of the 
Travel Office by virtue of his integral involvement in these 
matters. 

THE WHITE HOUSE COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE, IN CONJUNCTION WITH 
THE WHITE HOUSE COUNSEL’S OFFICE, PUBLICLY ACCUSED THE 
TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES OF CRIMINAL CONDUCT AND MISUSED 
AND MANIPULATED THE FBI TO FURTHER THEIR POLITICAL AGENDA 

• George Stephanopoulos and Dee Dee Myers relayed wrong 
information to the press about reasons for the firings and the 
involvement of the FBI. On May 21, 1993, the FBI again was 
misused and abused when Stephanopoulos and Myers sum- 
moned the FBI Communications Director to in effect come to 
the White House and take dictation for the FBI press release 
that the White House wished for, and insisted that the FBI re- 
lease. 

• After the Travel Office firings were announced and met with 
great controversy with the press, the White House immediately 
initiated a disinformation campaign. The White House tried to 
contain the responsibility for the firings at the level of David 
Watkins even though his actions undeniably were precipitated 
by pressures from above. 


37 February 17, 1993, buck slip from John Podesta to Mack McLarty, Mark Gearan and David 
Watkins marked for “ACTION” attached to a February 11, 1993, memo from Darnell Martens 
to Harry Thomason, CGE 02296. 
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• The White House announced the Travel Office firings and 
claimed they resulted from a Peat Marwick review that had 
yet to be completed. Peat Marwick representatives then were 
pressured by the communications office to brief the press and 
to rush to produce a review corroborating the White House al- 
legations. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON INAPPROPRIATELY ALLOWED HIS COUSIN CATH- 
ERINE CORNELIUS TO REMAIN IN A POSITION WHERE SHE HAD A 
CLEAR CONFLICT OF INTEREST. CORNELIUS PURSUED AN INVESTIGA- 
TION OF EMPLOYEES OF AN OFFICE IN WHICH SHE COVETED THE 
TOP JOB AND FOR WHICH SHE PLANNED A REORGANIZATION 

• Once at the White House working for David Watkins, Cath- 
erine Cornelius continued her efforts to take over the Travel 
Office, among other things writing a January 26, 1993, memo 
and a February 15, 1993, memo co-authored with Clarissa 
Cerda, designating herself and Cerda as future co-directors of 
the office. 

MRS. CLINTON, ACTING ON HARRY THOMASON’S BASELESS ALLEGA- 
TIONS OF WRONGDOING AGAINST THE TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES, 
ASSERTED PRESSURE ON SENIOR WHITE HOUSE STAFF TO FIRE THE 
TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES 

• When Harry Thomason arrived at the White House during 
the week of May 10, 1993, he was anxious to learn what had 
transpired since he passed on rumors about the Travel Office 
to David Watkins. Watkins had not yet acted upon Thomason’s 
allegations, so Thomason spoke with Mrs. Clinton about these 
matters. Mrs. Clinton in turn pressured Mack McLarty, Vince 
Foster and David Watkins to fire the employees. Thomason 
also met with Catherine Cornelius to exchange information. 
Thomason told Jennifer O’Connor about the kickback allega- 
tions and told her that the Travel Office employees had been 
“ripping us off for years.” 

• Harry Thomason had numerous contacts with President 
Clinton and Mrs. Clinton throughout the first half of May 
1993, including: calls to the residence private line on May 5 
and May 6; phone messages both to and from Mrs. Clinton 
throughout the week of May 10-14; meetings with President 
Clinton on the mornings of May 12 and May 13; and a lengthy 
dinner in the White House residence on the evening of May 13, 
1993. Thomason provided incomplete testimony to the commit- 
tee about the nature of these contacts and exhibited selective 
memory loss in recounting these meetings. 

• Once Mrs. Clinton’s wishes were relayed to Watkins on May 
12, Watkins turned to Foster to determine a course of action. 
Foster tasked Associate Counsel Bill Kennedy to find a solu- 
tion. Kennedy called the FBI and informed them that the 
“highest levels” of the White House were interested in this 
matter. 

• On May 14, 1993, Mrs. Clinton, following a lengthy dinner 
with Harry Thomason the evening before, relayed to David 
Watkins that “Harry” had a “plan” for the Travel Office and 
that “we need to get those people out” and “our people in.” 
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Harry Thomason continued to press for the firings throughout 
the day. 

• On May 16, 1993, in a previously undisclosed meeting be- 
tween Mrs. Clinton and Mack McLarty, Mrs. Clinton pressured 
McLarty to fire the Travel Office employees. 

• On May 17, 1993, McLarty met with Watkins and told him 
the Travel Office was on Mrs. Clinton’s radar screen. Watkins, 
responding to pressure from McLarty, Foster and Mrs. Clinton, 
decided to fire the employees because he thought there “would 
be hell to pay” if he did not accede to the First Family’s wish- 
es. McLarty approved the decision and the May 17 memo on 
the firing was “cc’d” to “Hillary Rodham Clinton” and faxed to 
President Clinton in California. 

• Even though it was cited as the basis for the firings, the 
Peat Marwick review was not completed until May 21, 1993, 
2 days following the firings. 

BILL KENNEDY ABUSED THE FBI BY REPEATEDLY INVOKING THE 
“HIGHEST LEVELS” OF THE WHITE HOUSE IN MEETINGS WITH THE FBI 

• Bill Kennedy sought to and in fact did abuse and com- 
promise the FBI by invoking the “highest levels” of the White 
House in order to involve FBI headquarters officials rather 
than a field agent as would have been the normal procedure. 
Mr. Kennedy provided inaccurate and incomplete testimony to 
this committee and numerous other investigative bodies re- 
garding his statements to the FBI. 

• White House officials hoped to fire the employees on May 13 
and drafted talking points on May 13, 1993, discussing the 
Travel Office firings and claiming an FBI investigation was un- 
derway. The FBI, however, could not move that quickly and 
did not believe it had sufficient predication to launch a crimi- 
nal fraud audit. 

• The alleged “predication” for the FBI investigation was the 
“kickback allegation” relayed to the FBI by Catherine 
Cornelius. 38 Cornelius obtained this information from Harry 
Thomason who subsequently had repeated it to numerous 
other White House staffers. 

• FBI headquarters never should have been contacted directly 
on this matter. Such allegations normally would have been 
handled by a field agent or even the local police. 

WHITE HOUSE OFFICIALS COVERED-UP THE REAL REASONS FOR THE 
FIRING OF THE WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES. THE 
FIRINGS WERE NOT BASED ON THE PEAT MARWICK REVIEW, BUT 
RATHER WERE DECIDED BEFORE PEAT MARWICK EXAMINERS EVER 
SET FOOT IN THE WHITE HOUSE 

• At the very latest, the decision to fire the Travel Office em- 
ployees was made by May 12, 1993, a full day before the FBI 
was called to the White House and 2 days before the Peat 
Marwick review team came to the White House. On May 12, 
Harry Thomason told David Watkins that he had talked with 


38 OPR Report, tab B: May 13, 1993, FBI e-mail from Richard Wade to Thomas Kubic, subject: 
White House Travel Office, DOJ document #AZ 000603. 
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Mrs. Clinton and she was “ready to fire them all that day.” On 
May 10, Thomason had circulated the memo by Martens out- 
lining allegations of wrongdoing in the Travel Office. The deci- 
sion to fire was made first; the White House rationale was 
sought later. 

THE WHITE HOUSE MISREPRESENTED THE PEAT MARWICK REVIEW. IT 
WAS NEITHER AN AUDIT NOR INDEPENDENT AND WAS DIRECTED BY 
A WHITE HOUSE WHICH DID NOT WANT AN AUDIT TO BE CONDUCTED 

• The Peat Marwick employee who was called in to conduct a 
supposed “audit” already had volunteered his services to the 
Vice President’s National Performance Review in a May 10, 
1993, meeting with Jennifer O’Connor. The Peat Marwick 
work, as explained in its own engagement letter and subse- 
quent draft and formal reports was a review conducted in 
keeping with and limited by the White House’s needs. It was 
neither “independent” nor an audit as represented by the 
White House. 

• Contrary to representations made by both the White House 
and Peat Marwick, the Travel Office records were auditable ac- 
cording to Dan Russell, the Peat Marwick auditor who worked 
on the review. 39 An audit would have taken longer and the 
White House did not want to take the extra time. The White 
House dictated how the Peat Marwick review would be con- 
ducted and focused its attentions on particular issues including 
a “kickbacks.” 

• Peat Marwick found no basis for the “kickbacks” allegations 
in its review. The findings of the Peat Marwick review have 
been seriously misrepresented by the White House. 

• On July 8, 1993 — 6 days after the Management Review was 
published — Vince Foster has notes indicating that Peat 
Marwick auditors contacted the White House. His notes state: 
[auditors] “strongly disagree [d] with [the] review conclusion” of 
the Management Review. 40 

THE FBI ALLOWED THE WHITE HOUSE TO CONTROL ITS INVESTIGATION 

• Once the FBI was brought to the White House on May 13, 
1993, despite its desire to be involved in the investigation, it 
ceded control of the investigation to the White House. The 
White House told the FBI that Peat Marwick auditors would 
be brought in first and that the FBI could not observe the 
audit despite its request to do so. 

• From May 13, 1993, when the FBI first was contacted 
through May 19, 1993, the FBI exerted no control over the in- 
vestigation. The White House ignored the FBI’s request not to 
fire the employees on May 19, 1993, and the White House 
failed to honor its commitment to maintain control over the 
Travel Office records. 


39 Committee deposition of Daniel Russell, March 27, 1996, p. 59. 
40 CGE 000967. 
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THE FBI MISHANDLED THE TRAVEL OFFICE INVESTIGATION FROM THE 
BEGINNING, ALLOWING THE WHITE HOUSE TO CONTROL THE INVES- 
TIGATION AND DID NOT ADEQUATELY SECURE TRAVEL OFFICE 
RECORDS IN A TIMELY FASHION 

• There was no integrity in maintaining the Travel Office 
records in the White House due to a total abdication of respon- 
sibility by anyone in the White House Counsel’s office, the Of- 
fice of Administration, and the Staff Secretary’s office. The 
Staff Secretary, John Podesta, was contacted by Records Man- 
agement officials who were concerned about the loss of Travel 
Office records on the day after the firings. No one from Mr. 
Podesta’s office responded. 

• Craig Livingstone, the Director of Personnel Security, was 
the individual put in charge of securing the office and the 
records and files in the Travel Office on May 19, 1993. In light 
of what we now know about Craig Livingstone’s gathering of 
hundreds of FBI files on former Republican administration offi- 
cials, his background as an ex-bouncer and his grand ambi- 
tions at the White House, the integrity of the Travel Office 
records is all the more suspect. 

• Vincent Foster, Bill Kennedy, David Watkins and others 
were aware that Catherine Cornelius was removing records 
from the Travel Office and taking them home over a month- 
long period. No immediate efforts were made to ensure that all 
records secreted out of the office by Cornelius were returned. 

• The FBI failed to secure any records in the Travel Office 
until almost a month after the firings. David Bowie, the Wash- 
ington Metropolitan Field Office supervisor in charge of the in- 
vestigation, negligently failed to exert control over the records 
in a timely fashion and generally remained unaware of the on- 
going controversy. 

• Whether due to White House withholding of documents or by 
its own design, the Justice Department cavalierly responded to 
the potential for missing records. Furthermore, the Depart- 
ment was grossly negligent in failing to gain any control over 
Travel Office documents or prevent the destruction of docu- 
ments which could ultimately have determined whether or not 
allegations made against former Travel Office Director Billy 
Dale were true. 

• Despite the fact that lead Justice Department prosecutor 
Stuart Goldberg acknowledged to IRS officials that Travel Of- 
fice records were missing, Justice Department officials vigor- 
ously opposed efforts by Billy Dale to seek White House docu- 
ments pertaining to this subject. 

THE WHITE HOUSE ENGAGED IN A CONSPIRACY OF SILENCE OF THE 
TRUE STORY BEHIND THE FIRINGS FROM THE VERY FIRST DAYS. IT 
DID SO FOR DAMAGE CONTROL PURPOSES 

• President Clinton denied knowing anything about the Travel 
Office firings even though he had been briefed on the matter 
2 days before the firings. This was known to at least Bruce 
Lindsey and Jeff Eller. Such statements by the President had 
to have sent a chilling message to all those individuals who 
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were aware of President Clinton’s prior knowledge of the 
firings, in effect creating a conspiracy of silence. The fact that 
President Clinton was briefed prior to the firings was not dis- 
closed publicly until this investigation. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON ESTABLISHED A COVER-UP SITUATION WHEN HE 
INAPPROPRIATELY PLACED THE PERSON WHO HAD APPROVED THE 
FIRINGS — MACK MCLARTY — IN CHARGE OF THE MANAGEMENT RE- 
VIEW AND MCLARTY WITHHELD INFORMATION IN THE COURSE OF 
THE INVESTIGATION. IT IS INAPPROPRIATE FOR THE WHITE HOUSE 
TO INVESTIGATE ITSELF IN MATTERS OF CONFLICTS 

• It was inappropriate for Mack McLarty, the individual who 
both pushed Watkins to fire the Travel Office employees and 
approved the firings pursuant to “pressure” from Mrs. Clinton, 
to oversee the subsequent White House Management Review 
announced on May 25, 1993, in the wake of a firestorm of 
media criticism and the embarrassing upbraiding of the White 
House by Attorney General Reno about the misuse of the FBI. 

• McLarty represented that Podesta and Stern were chosen to 
conduct the review because neither had been involved in any 
of the relevant events. But Staff Secretary Podesta was aware 
of the efforts by Thomason to obtain Government business 
through his contacts with the President and also had been in- 
formed that the records in the Travel Office were not being ap- 
propriately secured. Further, two McLarty aides were provided 
to assist Podesta. 

• The White House set up a sham investigation in which a key 
person involved in the firings was to be briefed on, oversee and 
steer the investigation of alleged wrongdoing for which he was 
in large part responsible. 

• In the initial meetings with Podesta and Stern, McLarty did 
not disclose his full role in the firings, and he withheld the fact 
that the May 17 memo was cc’d to Mrs. Clinton and that he 
had a May 16 meeting with Mrs. Clinton. While Podesta and 
Stern learned of the May 17 memo in the course of their re- 
view, they never were informed by McLarty of the May 16 
meeting in which McLarty was pressured by Mrs. Clinton to 
take action in the Travel Office matter. It should come as no 
surprise that Podesta and Stern were ineffective in investigat- 
ing their own bosses. 

THE INTERNAL WHITE HOUSE MANAGEMENT REVIEW WAS A CATALOG 
OF “MISTAKES AND DECEPTION” 41 WHICH OMITTED INCRIMINATING 
INFORMATION ABOUT THE PRESIDENT, MRS. CLINTON AND HARRY 
THOMASON. THE WHITE HOUSE CHOSE TO COVER-UP INCRIMINATING 
INFORMATION FOR POLITICAL EXPEDIENCY 

• When the White House conducted the Management Review, 
the President was at an abysmally low 36 percent approval 
rating, his budget and health plans were on the ropes, and nu- 
merous debacles in the first 6 months had the White House 
reeling. 


41 “A Stealthy, Evasive Confession,” the New York Times, July 11, 1993. 
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• The White House Management Review covered up President 
Clinton’s prior knowledge of the Travel Office firings beginning 
at least 2 days before they occurred. 

• The White House Management Review covered up the fact 
that it was President Clinton who approved of Harry 
Thomason’s working at the White House. Thomason was des- 
ignated on his pass as a “White House staffer,” not as a volun- 
teer. And Thomason was to report to President Clinton. 

• The White House Management Review covered up President 
Clinton’s efforts to assist Harry Thomason in obtaining Gov- 
ernment contracts for TRM. Even though a specific section in 
the report discussed “appearances of impropriety” by Harry 
Thomason and Darnell Martens, it ignored this most blatant 
abuse of White House access which directly involved President 
Clinton. 

• The White House Management Review minimized Mrs. Clin- 
ton’s role in the Travel Office firings and omitted the testimony 
of witnesses indicating a larger role by Mrs. Clinton. It also 
failed to note that senior White House aides initially had with- 
held information about Mrs. Clinton’s involvement in the 
firings. 

• The White House Management Review omitted conversa- 
tions Harry Thomason had with Mrs. Clinton about the Travel 
Office and failed to note that Thomason refused to cooperate 
with the review after an initial interview. 

• The White House Management Review concealed the fact 
that the alleged source of Harry Thomason’s rumor — the Presi- 
dent of Miami Air — denied that Billy Dale or anyone in the 
Travel Office ever solicited kickbacks. 42 As a result, the IRS 
continued a 2 V 2 year fruitless investigation in which UltrAir 
prevailed with a $5,000 refund from the agency. 

• The White House Management Review largely ignored the 
fact that Peat Marwick, World Wide Travel and Penny Sample 
of Air Advantage were brought into the White House with no 
competitive bidding. White House ethics officials had reviewed 
these matters and expressed such concerns. The concerns were 
not contained in the final report. 

• The White House Management Review, contrary to represen- 
tations made to the press on July 2, 1993, by McLarty, Gearan 
and Podesta, attempted to conduct its own investigation of the 
seven employees. However, when they came up empty-handed, 
they abandoned these efforts and failed to disclose the excul- 
patory information they had discovered which would have been 
of benefit to the reputations of the Travel Office employees. 

• In the aftermath of the Travel Office firings and in the 
course of the White House Management Review, Patsy 
Thomasson sought to intimidate and coerce false representa- 
tions from Catherine Cornelius and Clarissa Cerda regarding 
whether or not David Watkins had read their February 15, 
1993, memo on the takeover of the Travel Office. Chief of Staff 
McLarty inappropriately ignored this gross violation of stand- 
ards of conduct by Ms. Thomasson when he was informed of 


42 WHMR interview of Ross Fischer of Miami Air, June 17, 1993. CGEPR 237-239. 
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it. Further, Thomasson even resorted to pulling Cornelius’ and 
Cerda’s mess privileges when they did not comply with her re- 
quest that they misrepresent Watkins’ knowledge. 

THE WHITE HOUSE MANAGEMENT REVIEW REPRIMANDED PEOPLE WHO 
WERE ONLY FOLLOWING THE ORDERS OF THE REAL INSTIGATORS 

• Despite Mr. Nussbaum’s request to McLarty that both he 
and Foster be reprimanded if Kennedy were reprimanded, 
McLarty refused to issue those reprimands because they would 
have been too close to the “highest levels.” 

• It was apparently politically unthinkable for President Clin- 
ton to hold those actually responsible for the firings publicly 
accountable. This set in motion a cover-up that grew more con- 
voluted with each subsequent investigation. With the intersec- 
tion of the investigations into the death of Vincent Foster, the 
tangled Travelgate web became harder to re-weave to accom- 
modate subsequent revelations. 

• Rather than reprimanding the lower-level players (Bill Ken- 
nedy, David Watkins, Jeff Eller and Catherine Cornelius), the 
appropriate action would have been for the President to ac- 
knowledge his role in bringing Harry Thomason to the White 
House and providing him the opportunity to inappropriately 
seek Government business. 

• The White House Management Review, the possibility of 
congressional hearings and the pending criminal investigation 
by Public Integrity were of great concern to Vincent Foster. 
But a concerted effort was launched by McLarty to downplay 
his concerns in investigations with GAO, OPR and the FBI. 

THE WHITE HOUSE’S OBSTRUCTION OF THE REVIEW OF VINCE FOS- 
TER’S DOCUMENTS WAS DUE IN PART TO CONCERNS ABOUT 
TRAVELGATE DOCUMENTS IN FOSTER’S CUSTODY 

• Independent Counsel Fiske properly concluded that the 
Travel Office firings were a significant factor in Mr. Foster’s 
depression in the weeks preceding his death. His colleagues, 
most notably Bernard Nussbaum, ignored the potential rami- 
fications of the problems faced by Harry Thomason’s actions 
and President Clinton and Mrs. Clinton’s involvement in the 
Travel Office matter and dismissed Foster’s attempts to have 
these matters handled by outside counsel as would have been 
appropriate. 

• White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum conducted a sham 
review of the documents in Foster’s office following Foster’s 
death. Mr. Nussbaum did not adequately or accurately describe 
to law enforcement officials relevant documents in Foster’s of- 
fice, including the Vince Foster Travel Office file. Despite 
Nussbaum’s claims to the contrary, no one present in Foster’s 
office during the July 22, 1993, search recalls seeing the Vince 
Foster Travel Office file or hearing of any document described 
as such by Nussbaum. 

• Mr. Nussbaum withheld information concerning the exist- 
ence of, and concealed the critical Vince Foster Travel Office 
notebook from GAO, Public Integrity and FBI investigators for 
almost a year following Foster’s death and only informed the 
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White House of its existence after he disclosed it to a Grand 
Jury in May 1994. 

• Following Vincent Foster’s death, high-ranking White House 
officials quietly killed efforts by TRM to obtain the GSA con- 
tract, concealed all documents pertaining to these efforts from 
the ongoing General Accounting Office investigation, and long- 
delayed their production of documents to the Justice Depart- 
ment’s Public Integrity unit investigating possible criminal 
conflicts of interest by Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens 
while they were at the White House. 

MRS. CLINTON INSTRUCTED WHITE HOUSE STAFF ON THE HANDLING 
OF FOSTER DOCUMENTS AND THE FOSTER NOTE FOUND ON JULY 26, 
1993, AND SENIOR WHITE HOUSE STAFF COVERED UP THIS INFORMA- 
TION AND KEPT IT FROM INVESTIGATORS 

• Mrs. Clinton personally was involved in the discussions re- 
garding the White House’s handling of documents in Vince 
Foster’s office following his death. Mrs. Clinton made known 
her views that investigators should be denied “unfettered ac- 
cess” to Foster’s office prior to the search of the office on July 
22, 1993. 

• The White House withheld evidence subsequently discovered 
among the 2,000 pages over which President Clinton invoked 
executive privilege, that senior White House aide Bill Burton 
spoke with Mrs. Clinton on the evening of Foster’s death (July 
20, 1993). 

• Mrs. Clinton directed that Mack McLarty and others not in- 
form the President about the discovery of the Foster “suicide” 
note on July 26, 1993. This note essentially defended Foster’s 
and the White House’s actions in the Travel Office firings and 
Mrs. Clinton suggested that executive privilege research be 
done regarding the note. 

• The White House’s delay in turning over the Foster note was 
due to senior staffers’ deference to Mrs. Clinton’s wishes. 
Statements by Mack McLarty and David Gergen that the note 
was not immediately turned over because of the need to notify 
Mrs. Foster and the President are not consistent with the evi- 
dence. No one called Mrs. Foster the evening the note was dis- 
covered and President Clinton was not told about the note’s ex- 
istence until after Mrs. Clinton met with Bernard Nussbaum 
and Steve Neuwirth. Mr. Nussbaum and Mr. Neuwirth had 
been tasked with studying the executive privilege issue at 2:30 
p.m. Susan Thomases and Bob Barnett also were in the resi- 
dence that afternoon at approximately 3 p.m. 

• The Foster note most likely was not a “suicide” note but 
rather a note in preparation for resigning or in the event that 
Foster was asked to resign or take the fall for the problems 
generated by the firings and related matters. 43 


43 Foster’s sister, Sheila Anthony told OPR investigators that in July 1993, Foster had told 
her he was considering resigning. Mrs. Foster told the Independent Counsel that the note was 
probably written on or about July 11, 1993: “On that day, she had encouraged him to write 
down everything that was disturbing him. . . . Later that day, Foster told his wife that he had 
written the opening argument for his defense.” Report of the Independent Counsel, June 30, 
1994, p. 14. 



23 


THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT DEFERRED TO THE WHITE HOUSE DURING 
ITS INVESTIGATIONS OF THE WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE AND 
HARRY THOMASON AND IGNORED THE OBSTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR EX- 
HIBITED BY THE COUNSEL’S OFFICE 

• The Justice Department vigorously pursued criminal allega- 
tions from the White House about Billy Dale while minimally 
investigating allegations of conflicts by Presidential friend 
Harry Thomason. Prosecutor Stuart Goldberg told an FBI 
agent that DOJ intended to indict Dale before the 1994 elec- 
tions. 

• Prosecutor Goldberg also told an IRS agent that there were 
missing documents in this case and that Public Integrity be- 
lieved they might be in Catherine Cornelius’ possession. Yet 
when Dale raised the issue of missing documents as a defense 
at his own trial, the Justice Department opposed this request 
and the Judge ruled in the Government’s favor. 

• Even after the White House stonewalled the Justice Depart- 
ment on its requests for Harry Thomason documents and en- 
gaged in obstructive behavior that necessitated the issuance of 
a September 13, 1994, subpoena to the White House, the Jus- 
tice Department showed little interest in further investigating. 
In fact the Department failed to obtain critical documents from 
Thomason himself until this committee threatened a subpoena 
to obtain them and did in fact obtain documents particularly 
relevant to a conflicts investigation. 44 

• In stark contrast to the stated intent of indicting Billy Dale 
before the 1994 elections, 45 the Justice Department declined 
prosecution of Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens citing, in 
part, concerns that it might be viewed as a “political prosecu- 
tion.” 

• In startling contrast to its chronic stonewalling on all mat- 
ters related to Harry Thomason or Vincent Foster, the White 
House not only cooperated fully with the investigation of Billy 
Dale but conducted its own investigation into wrongdoing and 
provided any incriminating information it could find to both 
the Public Integrity Section and the GAO. 

• The FBI ignored the fact that the White House interviewed 
many witnesses (in the course of the White House Manage- 
ment Review) before the FBI interviewed them in the weeks 
following the Travel Office firings. In direct contrast to the 
Justice Department’s strong opposition to this committee inter- 
viewing witnesses involved with the Travel Office matter, the 
Justice Department registered no protests against this and 
took no action to ensure that the FBI was allowed to interview 
witnesses before the White House did. David Bowie once again 


44 In particular, the January 29, 1993 (EZ 037684), and March 12, 1993 (CGE 00224), memos 
demonstrated a clear interest in obtaining the Travel Office business as well as numerous other 
“Washington opportunities.” 

45 FBI e-mail from Gregory D. Meacham, to Tom Kubic, dated September 26, 1994, “Regarding 
your inquiry . . . I . . . was advised by SA Pam Bombardi, that DOJ Trial Attorney Stuart 
Goldberg had stated that he wanted to do the indictment before the elections, probably on Octo- 
ber 4, 1994.” Bates Stamp No. FBI-00000242. 
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was woefully negligent and entirely unaware of the fact that 
the White House was conducting a Management Review. 46 

• The Justice Department deferred to the White House by al- 
lowing the White House: to initially control the investigation of 
the Travel Office and call all the shots; to maintain custody 
and control over the Travel Office documents for almost a 
month after the firings; and to delay for almost a year the pro- 
duction of documents relevant to the DOJ investigation of 
Harry Thomason. At every turn, the Justice Department was 
overly accommodating of a controlling White House. 

• In the course of the committee’s investigation, the Justice 
Department put a former Clinton campaign staffer in charge 
of handling documents produced to the committee. Following 
Billy Dale’s November 1995 acquittal, his 1994 plea negotia- 
tions were leaked to the press. This information inappropri- 
ately was used by the White House and President Clinton to 
malign Billy Dale long after President Clinton publicly wished 
Dale well and hoped Dale could put the matter behind him. 

WHITE HOUSE OFFICIALS ENGAGED IN A PATTERN OF DELAY, DECEIT 
AND OBSTRUCTION OVER THE COURSE OF 3 YEARS OF INVESTIGA- 
TIONS INTO THE TRAVEL OFFICE AND MATTERS RELATED TO VIN- 
CENT FOSTER’S DEATH 

• The GAO’s investigation was delayed for months by docu- 
ment production delays. Ultimately GAO did not receive all 
documents relevant to its inquiry including: the Vince Foster 
Travel Office file, the White House Management Review inter- 
view notes, documents related to the TRM efforts to obtain 
GSA contracts and the Watkins “soul cleansing” memo. A GAO 
representative noted that the level of cooperation that it re- 
ceived from the White House was not conducive to properly 
conducting GAO’s work. 47 

• The “Watkins memo” was responsive to numerous document 
requests and was inappropriately withheld by David Watkins, 
Matthew Moore and Patsy Thomasson. All three had hard cop- 
ies and/or computer copies of the memo and were made aware 
of the various document requests and subpoenas to which it 
would have been responsive. 

• In responding to a Public Integrity request for documents re- 
garding Harry Thomason, Matthew Moore wrote an April 4, 
1994 memo to Neil Eggleston stating: “I know of no documents 
in my possession, or ever in my possession, responsive to the 
request.” This was false. The Watkins memo clearly was re- 
sponsive to this request. At or around this time, Moore re- 
moved the Watkins memo from his computer and provided a 
disk copy to Watkins as he left the White House. However, 
Moore maintained his own copy of the disk which included sev- 
eral previous drafts of the memo. 

• The White House withheld documents from the Justice De- 
partment’s Office of Professional Responsibility including the 
Vince Foster Travel Office file, the White House Management 


46 Committee interview of David Bowie. 

47 Testimony of Nancy Kingsbury before the House Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, October 24, 1995. 
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Review interview notes and the Watkins “soul cleansing 
memo.” OPR Counsel Michael Shaheen found the White 
House’s lack of cooperation “unprecedented” in his 20 year 
Government career. 

• White House stonewalling forced the Public Integrity Section 
at the Justice Department to acknowledge it had no confidence 
that the White House had faithfully produced all documents 
“relating to the Thomason allegations.” While Section Chief 
Lee Radek noted that the “integrity of our review is entirely 
dependent upon securing all relevant documents,” he did not 
obtain all relevant documents: notably the complete Vince Fos- 
ter Travel Office notebook and the Watkins “soul cleansing” 
memo, as well as more than 120 items over which the White 
House claimed executive privilege. The Justice Department 
quietly acceded to this inappropriate invocation of privilege. 
One of the key items that it did not receive was a White House 
Counsel’s Office memo demonstrating that the Counsel’s office 
did believe there was a case to be made that Harry Thomason 
was a special Government employee. 48 

• Bernard Nussbaum obstructed the FBI investigation into the 
discovery of the Foster note as well as numerous other inves- 
tigations, including congressional investigations, by failing to 
timely inform anyone in law enforcement, the White House, or 
Congress about the Vince Foster Travel Office notebook that he 
had secreted in Nussbaum’s office by July 22, 1993. 

• An FBI investigation was ordered on July 28, 1993 by Philip 
Heymann, the day after the note was turned over to the Park 
Police after the 30-hour delay in informing law enforcement 
authorities. Heymann instructed David Margolis to be “very 
aggressive” in the investigation. 

• Nussbaum failed to inform those tasked with overseeing doc- 
ument production to both the Justice Department and the 
GAO that he was secreting a relevant document in his office. 
Nevertheless, once he informed Neil Eggleston in May 1994, 
Eggleston also failed to turn over the documents to the Public 
Integrity Section in a timely and responsive manner. 

• Neil Eggleston and Cliff Sloan, at Nussbaum’s direction, de- 
layed the production of documents relating to the criminal in- 
vestigation of Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens to the 
Public Integrity section and ultimately denied all such docu- 
ments to GAO. 

DAVID WATKINS’ “SOUL CLEANSING” MEMO ACCOUNT OF THE TRAVEL 
OFFICE IS SUBSTANTIALLY CORROBORATED BY NUMEROUS RECORDS 
AND WITNESS TESTIMONY 

• Watkins’ contemporaneous account of Travel Office events 
told by Watkins in his “soul cleansing” memo is corroborated 
by the records of meetings, phone calls, contacts and docu- 
ments that demonstrate the involvement and pressures to act 
from Mrs. Clinton, Mack McLarty and Harry Thomason. 

• The President’s invocation of executive privilege over discus- 
sions about the Watkins memo held between and among White 


48 Memo by Beth Nolan, Associate White House Counsel handling ethics issues, CGE 43349. 
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House Counsel, Maggie Williams, Ann Lewis, and Mrs. Clinton 
is an extraordinary misuse of the privilege in light of the ongo- 
ing criminal investigation of these matters. 

• The Watkins memo and the documentary evidence contradict 
sworn testimony by Mrs. Clinton that the claims in her April 
1994 GAO responses that she had “no role” in the firings of the 
Travel Office employees were accurate. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON HAS ENGAGED IN AN UNPRECEDENTED MISUSE 
OF THE EXECUTIVE POWER, ABUSE OF EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE AND 
OBSTRUCTION OF NUMEROUS INVESTIGATIONS INTO THE TRAVEL OF- 
FICE 

• The White House Counsel’s office coordinated and controlled 
to the greatest extent possible, all investigations into this mat- 
ter. It engaged in pre-interviews, debriefings and regular ef- 
forts to coordinate with outside attorneys for the individuals 
involved in investigations. This conduct is unsuitable for the 
White House Counsel’s office and is unprecedented. 

• Attorneys of numerous current and former White House offi- 
cials and others may have waived their clients’ attorney-client 
privilege by debriefing White House attorneys about their cli- 
ents’ depositions and in some cases providing information to 
the White House that was withheld from Congress. 

• The White House Counsel’s office hired a team of lawyers to 
mount a massive damage control operation which focused on 
minimizing public awareness of the roles of President Clinton 
and Mrs. Clinton in the firings and their contacts with Harry 
Thomason. This team reported directly to Deputy Chiefs of 
Staff Harold Ickes and Evelyn Liebermann, among the closest 
of confidantes with the First Family, instead of the White 
House Counsel. 

• White House efforts to obstruct all investigations of this mat- 
ter were part of a larger pattern exhibited by the Counsel’s of- 
fice which continues to this day to shadow the investigations 
of this and other congressional committees as well as the Inde- 
pendent Counsel. A task list prepared by Special Counsel Jane 
Sherburne demonstrates that the White House even tracked 
convicted felon and former Associate Attorney General Webster 
Hubbell’s cooperation with the Independent Counsel. 

• The pattern of behavior of the White House Counsel’s office, 
including unprecedented misuse of executive privilege, was de- 
signed deliberately to obstruct all investigations and thereby 
avoid full disclosure of the facts surrounding the Travel Office 
firings and matters related to Vincent Foster. 

• The collective memory loss of dozens of employees is uncon- 
vincing and disturbing. Throughout the course of the commit- 
tee’s depositions, the phrases “I don’t recall,” “I don’t know” 
and “I can’t remember” were uttered thousands of times and 
regarding the most basic and memorable information. 

• Those closest to the President and First Lady appear to suf- 
fer the most significant memory losses about key events involv- 
ing the First Family. The White House Counsel’s office and 
those who conducted the Management Review — and were most 
intimately familiar with the factual record in this case — also 
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are affected with seeming memory disorders. And while many 
of the key events in this investigation occurred 3 years ago, 
memory losses of key individuals were consistently poor wheth- 
er the events occurred years or weeks ago. 

• Covering up the true story behind the Travel Office matter 
led to the White House’s obstruction of numerous investiga- 
tions. This obstruction was conducted, overseen and encour- 
aged by those at the “highest levels” of the White House, 
compounded by the death of Vincent Foster which then caused 
a further cover-up on top of the Travelgate cover-up. 

Committee Recommendations 

1. The “Special Government Employee” (SGE) provisions of the 
U.S. Code should be reformed to prevent its requirements to be ig- 
nored. Clear standards should be identified under which agencies, 
including the Executive Office of the President, should analyze the 
activities of volunteers to determine if they meet the definition of 
SGE. Agencies should be required to perform this analysis for each 
volunteer and maintain appropriate records. Congress should con- 
duct rigorous oversight of the activities of advisors and volunteers 
throughout Government. 

2. The Executive Office of the President should establish finan- 
cial and internal review controls consistent with the requirements 
of the Chief Financial Officers Act and the Inspectors General Act. 
These requirements should include the development of annual, au- 
dited financial statements of all business activities and the estab- 
lishment of an internal review system. Such systems could be craft- 
ed to protect the constitutionally protected responsibilities of the 
President. Some of these provisions are included in H.R. 3452, 
while other provisions require further study by Congress. 

3. The Presidential Records Act and the Federal Records Act 
should be amended to provide for jurisdiction of Federal courts to 
ensure that Government records are not unlawfully destroyed, but 
are managed and preserved as required by law. A recent court deci- 
sion in Armstrong v. Bush, 924 F.2d 282 (D.C. Cir. 1991) held that 
judicial review was available to enforce the provisions of the Fed- 
eral Records Act, but not the Presidential Records Act. The Depart- 
ment of Justice has interpreted that ruling to be so broad that it 
would preclude the courts from enjoining the wholesale destruction 
of records that the Presidential Records Act clearly requires be pre- 
served. 

4. The Office of the Counsel to the President should return to its 
traditional mission of providing traditional legal counsel to the 
President and his immediate staff. Not more than a couple of dec- 
ades ago, the White House Counsel’s office consisted of just a few 
highly qualified jurists. The congressional appropriation commit- 
tees, when funding the White House, should oversee the size and 
mission of the Counsel’s office. The Counsel’s office should be re- 
quired to disclose the number of attorneys working in the Counsel’s 
office, each attorney’s job description, and the supervision of each 
attorney. If necessary, limitations should be placed on Executive 
Office appropriations designed to limit the scope of responsibilities 
performed by the White House Counsel’s office. 
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5. Congress should consider the feasibility of prohibiting the EOP 
from procuring goods and services through its own procurement op- 
erations and requiring the EOP, where possible, to procure using 
existing contracts of other agencies, such as the General Services 
Administration’s Federal Supply Schedules. Where current con- 
tracts do not satisfy the specific requirements of the EOP, the EOP 
should select another agency for its purchasing needs. 

Further, Congress should consider requiring the EOP to submit 
to Congress a report detailing each noncompetitive procurement 
and the justification for the use of such procedure. 

6. Only individuals of the highest quality and ethics should be 
employed by and volunteer services to the Government. The com- 
mittee is frustrated that such obvious recommendations must be 
made at this time in our country’s history. Individuals with their 
own financial interest as their paramount goal, with little respect 
for the constitutional responsibilities of the U.S. Congress, and 
with loyalties to anyone other than the American people should not 
seek or obtain employment in the public sector. 

III. Actions in May 1993 Which Led to the White House 
Travel Office Firings 

A. THE CAREER TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES ARE FIRED, ACCUSED BY 

THE WHITE HOUSE OF WRONGDOING AND POLITICAL CRONIES ARE 

PUT IN CHARGE OF THE TRAVEL OFFICE 

At approximately 10 a.m., on May 19, 1993, all seven members 
of the White House Travel Office staff were fired. 49 They were or- 
dered to vacate the White House compound within 2 hours. Return- 
ing to the Travel Office by 10:30 a.m., the fired Travel Office em- 
ployees found their desks already occupied by the President’s cous- 
in, Catherine Cornelius and employees of World Wide Travel, the 
Arkansas travel agency which arranged for press charters during 
the Clinton Presidential campaign. A week before any determina- 
tion had been made by the FBI or Peat Marwick, World Wide Trav- 
el was summoned to Washington by Cornelius. 

Presidential friend, Clinton/Gore campaign operative and Holly- 
wood producer, Harry Thomason, began working at the White 
House in early 1993, allegedly on the “staging” of White House 
events. Mr. Thomason’s company, TRM, had brokered charters dur- 
ing the campaign, and he shortly thereafter got in touch with his 
partner, Darnell Martens, to collaborate on future business. Mr. 
Thomason requested that Martens ask Penny Sample, another 
Clinton/Gore campaign veteran, to come to the White House to as- 
sist in the Travel Office. 50 Ms. Sample owned an airline charter 
brokerage company called Air Advantage which arranged charters 
for the Clinton/Gore campaign. Mr. Thomason claims he doesn’t 
know how Martens came to be asked for this assistance, 51 but in 


49 There were only five employees present on May 19, 1993, when the firings of all seven oc- 
curred. The individuals present that day included Director Billy Dale, John Dreylinger, Barney 
Brasseux, Ralph Maughan and Robert Van Eimeren. Two of them were out of the country: John 
McSweeney was on vacation in Ireland and Deputy Director Gary Wright was on an advance 
trip in Seoul, South Korea. 

50 Committee deposition of Darnell Martens, April 11, 1996, pp. 148-150. 

51 Committee deposition of Harry Thomason, May 17, 1996, pp. 126-128. 
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sworn testimony both Martens and Catherine Cornelius confirm 
that Thomason did make such a request. 52 

By early afternoon on May 19, the Travel Office employees heard 
then-White House Press Secretary Dee Dee Myers inappropriately 
announce at a press briefing that they were the subject of an FBI 
criminal investigation. Ms. Myers also falsely reported that an 
audit had found “gross mismanagement.” An official audit of the 
Travel Office never was performed, and nowhere in the report of 
the management review did Peat Marwick refer to “gross mis- 
management” in the White House Travel Office prior to May 19, 
1993. 53 

The Travel Office employees had been given no indication at the 
time of their dismissals that they were under investigation. They 
had cooperated fully with a review conducted by Peat Marwick in 
the days preceding the firings, which they were falsely told was 
part of the National Performance Review. After the completion of 
their out-processing, the Travel Office employees, shadowed by 
White House Security Officer Craig Livingstone, were driven out of 
the White House compound in a windowless panel van with no pas- 
senger seats. What the fired Travel Office employees did not know 
was that their nightmare had just begun. 

B. THE TRAVEL OFFICE FIRINGS WERE A RESULT OF PRESSURE BY 

HARRY THOMASON AND MRS. CLINTON WHICH ACCELERATED IN THE 

WEEK BEFORE THE FIRINGS 

May 10, 1993, Monday 

The events precipitating the Travel Office firings erupted more 
than a week before in a May 10, 1993 meeting. At that time, Harry 
Thomason’s baseless kickback allegations were coupled with Cath- 
erine Cornelius’ open ambition to run the Travel Office. Mr. 
Thomason had already pressed his allegations on David Watkins, 
Mrs. Clinton and President Clinton. 

Mr. Watkins told Cornelius that she should speak with 
Thomason about the Travel Office and she e-mailed White House 
colleagues, Clarissa Cerda and Mike Lufrano: 

I have a meeting with Harry Thomason at 10 a.m. this 
morning ... to discuss the future of this office . . . could 
be over very soon. 54 

Lufrano e-mailed back with the warning: 

remember . . . everything you send on e-mail is stored 
forever in the archives. Careful! 55 

Following her meeting with Thomason, Cornelius e-mailed 
Clarissa Cerda: “I need to start thinking about how you officially 
bring in someone to help . . . Does the White House engage in a 
memorandum of understanding to assist in crisis situation . . . 
please let me know.” 56 


52 Committee deposition of Catherine Cornelius, April 30, 1996, p. 104; Martens deposition, 
pp. 172-173. 

53 Committee interview of Larry Herman, August 29, 1995. 


54 CGE 39295. 
55 CGE 39296. 
56 CGE 39297. 
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On May 10, 1993, Matt Moore, another assistant to David Wat- 
kins wrote a memo to Watkins’ deputy, Patsy Thomasson, stating 
in part: “Billy Dale informs me that there is no written agreement 
in place to cover travel ... no contracts in place.” Moore’s hand- 
written notes on the document mentioned Charlie Caudle, the 
owner of UltrAir and Express One who soon would be under inves- 
tigation by the IRS. 57 

The same day, Thomason had a message on his calendar to “call 
Hillary . . . she wants to talk to you tonight.” 58 Mr. Thomason 
also had messages to call David Watkins, Mack McLarty for a 
meeting the next day, and Susan Thomases at home. 59 At 1 o’clock, 
Thomason received a memo he requested from his TRM partner, 
Darnell Martens, outlining allegations of wrongdoing concerning 
the Travel Office. 60 He provided the memo to Catherine Cornelius, 
Vincent Foster, and Bill Kennedy at the White House that week. 61 
In describing when and why he had the Martens memo faxed to 
the White House, Thomason testified: 

Answer. To the best of my knowledge it was after some 
conversations about the Travel Office had been discussed. 
There were some conversations about the Travel Office, 
and some of the White House personnel, and I am not ex- 
actly sure who wanted to know does Mr. Martens have 
anything on this and at that time I requested that — I told 
somebody to call Mr. Martens’ office and request that it be 
sent. 

Question. Do you know who was making those requests 
at the White House? 

Answer. To the best of my recollection it was David Wat- 
kins or somebody in his office. 62 

Mr. Thomason enjoyed a very busy White House schedule for an 
avowed “non-employee.” He was utilizing a White House office, had 
the benefit of a White House pass, had a full-time assistant who 
helped schedule his numerous meetings with White House staff. It 
was fitting that on May 11, 1993, David Watkins approved a work 
order to put phones and a computer hookup in “Harry Thomason’s 
office.” 63 

May 11, 1993, Tuesday 

The next morning, May 11, Mrs. Clinton called Harry Thomason 
at 10 a.m. and left a message for him to call her. 64 He also received 
a message to call Craig Livingstone: “come over while Susan is 
here.” Mr. Thomason also had a meeting with Mack McLarty 
scheduled on this afternoon. 65 (McLarty had the same time sched- 
uled for a meeting with Thomason on his calendar.) 66 Mr. 


57 CGE 8391. 

58 Harry Thomason phone logs, May 10, 1993, Thomason document production, Bates Stamp 
No. 00000105. 

59 Id. 

60 Committee deposition of Bobbie Faye Ferguson, April 12, 1996, p. 63. 

61 Id.; Thomason deposition, p. 128. 

62 Committee deposition of Harry Thomason, May 17, 1996, pp. 107-108. 

63 Committee deposition of Bonnie Berry, May 21, 1996, pp. 30-32. 

64 Harry Thomason telephone logs for May 11, 1993, Thomason document production, Bates 
Stamp No. 00000106. 

65 Id. 

66 McLarty calendar, CGE 26860. 
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Thomason does recall a meeting in which he provided McLarty 
with a copy of the White House “image” project report during this 
week. 67 

Mr. McLarty had no recollection of any meetings with Thomason 
on the White House Project but stated that he believed the Presi- 
dent Clinton and Mrs. Clinton asked Thomason to come to the 
White House for the staging of events. 68 Mr. Thomason was given 
his pass on March 23, 1993. 69 The request for his pass did in fact 
show him reporting to President Clinton, contrary to White House 
reports that Rahm Emanuel, Assistant to the President and Direc- 
tor of Special Projects, was responsible for Thomason’s tour of duty 
at the White House. 70 Mr. Thomason also had a 3 p.m. meeting 
scheduled with Susan Thomases following the meeting with 
McLarty and a message to call her at her home that evening. 71 

On May 11, 1993, Cornelius, while on a trip to Chicago with 
President Clinton, was paged by the Travel Office and given a mes- 
sage to call a Time magazine reporter who was seeking information 
on whether or not Cornelius was the President’s cousin. 72 Steve 
Davison of World Wide Travel informed White House investigators 
that in this timeframe, “HT [Harry Thomason], JC [James 
Carville], GS [George Stephanopoulos], and HRC [Hillary Rodham 
Clinton] furious and ready to throw them out that day.” 73 

The Management Review reported that in response to the call 
from Time, “Cornelius spoke with Deputy Communications Director 
Jeff Eller, with whom she had a personal relationship. She told 
Eller that she believed a Travel Office employee leaked this infor- 
mation to the press.” 74 

May 12, 1993, Wednesday 

On May 12, 1993, Watkins called Foster to set up a meeting with 
him. Mr. Watkins mentioned that Mrs. Clinton was interested in 
the matter which they were to discuss. 76 Mr. Thomason testified 
that the meeting was for President Clinton to sign some commemo- 
rative inaugural books for campaign workers. He claimed that the 
Travel Office was never mentioned. 76 

Mr. Martens arrived at the White House that morning for a 9:30 
a.m. meeting with OMB’s Jack Kelly. Mr. Martens set this meeting 
to discuss the logistics of obtaining a GSA Government contract for 
his and Thomason’s company, Thomason, Richland & Martens 


67 Thomason deposition, p. 179. 

68 Committee deposition of Thomas F. McLarty, July 12, 1996, pp. 23-24, 66-67. 

69 CGE 2931, 2933. 

70 In the White House Management Review, GAO interviews and in public statements, the 
White House gave the impression that Rahm Emanuel was responsible for bringing Harry 
Thomason to the White House. Rahm Emanuel’s interview with the White House Management 
Review indicated that he told them that the President, Mack McLarty, George Stephanopoulos 
and Mandy Grunwald “all approved” the project, yet the review omitted Rahm Emanuel not 
being the sole actor in bringing Thomason to the White House. CGEPR 236. 

71 Harry Thomason phone logs, documents provided by Harry Thomason, Bates Stamp No. 
00000106. 

72 White House Management Review (“WHMR”), authored by John Podesta and Todd Stern, 
July 2, 1993, p. 7. 

73 White House Management Review interview of Steve Davison, June 5, 1993, CGEPR 185. 

7 4 Id. 

75 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 899a. 

76 Thomason deposition, p. 156. 
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(TRM). Also that day, Martens received a White House pass. Mr. 
Martens was to report to Harry Thomason and David Watkins. 77 

Following his meeting with President Clinton, Thomason met 
with Foster about personal issues concerning President Clinton’s 
family. 78 Michael Berman also attended the meeting. 79 At the end 
of their conversation, Thomason mentioned that he “may have 
learned of some graft” in the Travel Office and promised to let Fos- 
ter know when he learned more. 80 

Mr. Thomason next met with Cornelius to exchange information 
on the Travel Office and then discussed their suspicions with Wat- 
kins. Ms. Cornelius showed Thomason her “file” and told him that 
cash seemed to be missing. Mr. Thomason told Cornelius on this 
date that Mrs. Clinton would be unhappy with what he believed 
was going on in the Travel Office. He made it clear to Mrs. Clinton 
that he was going to share his concerns with her. 81 Ms. Cornelius 
said Thomason repeated references to Mrs. Clinton during the 
course of the week. 82 The two later moved the meeting to Watkins’ 
office. 

Mr. Martens arrived after his OMB meeting and he joined in the 
meeting which had grown to include Cornelius, Thomason, Watkins 
and Patsy Thomasson. 83 Mr. Martens previously had been gather- 
ing information about the Travel Office and had contacted Billy 
Dale about obtaining the travel business. 84 

During his visit to the White House, Martens was asked by 
Thomason if the charter company, Air Advantage, would be able to 
handle a trip for the White House the following Sunday. This clear- 
ly indicated that the plan for the Travel Office firings was in place. 
(A fax sent the next day by Martens detailing how he could provide 
planes for Sunday also confirms the plan was in place. 85 Mr. 
Martens explained in his deposition: 

Answer. Harry had asked me at some point in time on 
the afternoon of May 12th when I was at the White House 
whether Air Advantage would be able to handle a trip for 
the White House on Sunday, that coming Sunday. 

Question. Which would have been May 14th? 

Answer. No, this is Friday 

Question. May 16th, I am sorry. 

Answer. It might be the 16th or 17th, somewhere in 
there. And so I said I will track her down and ask her. He 
goes okay, just make sure they can do a 30 day billing, 
that they can bill like a normal 30 day invoice. I said okay. 

Question. So this is actually asking you to check with 
Penny Sample to see if 30 day billing is okay, not TRM? 


77 CGE 18296, 18298. 

78 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 899a. 

79 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 899a. Mr. Berman was at the White House working on 
determining how they could utilize an excess of $10 million in leftover Presidential inaugural 
funds for White House activities. 

80 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 000923. 

81 Cornelius deposition, pp. 114-115. 

82 Id. 

83 Cornelius deposition, p. 85. 

84 See infra section V. 

85 Fax to Harry Thomason at the White House from Darnell Martens, May 13, 1993, discuss- 
ing “30 day billing cycle” and “aircraft being reviewed for Sunday ...” (Documents provided 
by Harry Thomason.) 
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Answer. Yes. For Air Advantage. 

Question. Harry made that request? 

Answer. Yes. 86 

In Thomason’s own deposition, he attempted to explain that 
Martens’ request for assistance originated: 

in connection with somebody at the White House saying 
if we do this we don’t want to miss a beat and we have 
to have somebody in place to temporarily take over and 
could you recommend somebody, and I said the people that 
worked on the campaign are obviously the people. I don’t 
know what 30-day billing cycle means. I just know that 
there was somebody from the White House [who] passed, 
evidently, along this information after I had called in, and 
this was the answer. 87 

Mr. Thomason next attended a meeting with Jennifer O’Connor 
to discuss the 25 percent White House staff cut, and other person- 
nel matters. During the meeting, Thomason informed O’Connor 
that the Travel Office employees “were ripping us off’ and that fir- 
ing them would be a “great press story . . . Bill Clinton cleaning 
up House.” 88 Ms. O’Connor recounted that she and Thomason had 
to leave the meeting to tend to a “crisis” in Watkins’ office. 89 Mr. 
Watkins’ contemporaneous notes show that Thomason returned to 
Watkins’ office that afternoon. Mr. Thomason told Watkins he 
“bumped into” Mrs. Clinton in the hall, and she was ready “to fire 
them all that day.” 90 

At this point, Watkins, who earlier had contacted Foster for as- 
sistance, went to meet with him along with Thomason and 
Cornelius. The accounts of the meeting by Cornelius and Watkins, 
as well as Foster’s notes all recount Thomason discussing the kick- 
back issue. 91 Mr. Thomason was evasive on this point in his deposi- 
tion: 

Answer. Well, I remember Mr. Foster asking what are 
the rumors; and I remember just saying, okay, here is 
what all we have heard. 

Question. Was there any discussion that you recall con- 
cerning kickbacks or bribery allegations in that meeting? 

Answer. Again, I can’t be specific. That was sort of the 
buzz that was in the air. Now, was it kickbacks or was it 
taking gifts; I mean, I don’t know. You know, I just re- 
member there was something that — and that is about the 
general term of taking something, you know; and I don’t 
know if they were kickbacks or what, but yes was the buzz 
in the air. 

At another point in his deposition: 

Question. Do you recall ever relaying that information to 
anyone in the White House that there were kickbacks, or 


86 Martens deposition, pp. 157-9. 

87 Thomason deposition, p. 213. 

88 WHMR interview notes of Jennifer O’Connor, June 11, 1993, CGEPR 383-390. 

89 WHMR interview notes of Jennifer O’Connor, June 11, 1993, CGEPR 383-390. 

90 May 31, 1993 notes of David Watkins, Watkins document production, PM 000169. 

91 Cornelius deposition, p. 79; Watkins memorandum to Mack McLarty, May 17, 1993, CGE 
17753-17754; Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 000903. 
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5 percent kickbacks, or kickbacks, or allegations of brib- 
ery? 

Answer. Well, I don’t remember 5 percent kickbacks, but 
there was always — in all of those meetings there was al- 
ways sort of a buzz in the room that had to do with, well, 
there were kickbacks, there was this, there was that, and 
did I start them? I don’t know, but I don’t think so. Did 
I hear them? Yes. Did I repeat them? I don’t recall. 

Question. Do you know who you heard them from? 

Answer. I don’t, because it would always be a group of 
people in a room, and there was just the buzz about what 
somebody had heard and, you know, or discovered or some- 
thing. 

Question. And were these at the White House, these 
meetings or people in the room? 

Answer. Right, I mean, you know, the — there were a 
couple of those kind of meetings. 92 

From the accounts of others present in this and other meetings, 
Thomason was the “buzz.” Ms. Cornelius testified that Thomason 
told her about the kickbacks 93 and in fact, further testified that 
she could not recall “anyone else discussing [kickbacks].” 94 Testi- 
mony of Bruce Lindsey in the White House Management Review 
recounted that “Sometime in Feb-March-April HT [Harry 
Thomason] said to me that travel office — demanding kickbacks 
”95 Mr. Thomason’s kickback allegations also surfaced in Jen- 
nifer O’Connor’s testimony to the White House Management Re- 
view. She stated that while having lunch with David Watkins on 
May 12, 1993, Watkins told her “this is confidential,” that 
Thomason had dealings with travel companies and that the Travel 
Office was soliciting kickbacks. 96 

The OPR report noted that Thomason related a conversation sug- 
gesting that a friend of his “had seen what he considered possible 
evidence of a kickback involving the Travel Office.” 97 This account 
is further supported by an entry in Foster’s Travel Office notebook 
where he writes, “HT related vague story of 3d party request for 
kickback/5 percent — vague.” 98 Mr. Thomason was passing on infor- 
mation in which he had his own financial interest. 

The Watkins/Cornelius/Thomason/Foster meeting adjourned and 
they reconvened later with White House Associate Counsel Bill 
Kennedy joining the group. 99 Ms. Cornelius returned from a quick 
trip to her house where she was keeping documents she had cov- 
ertly removed from the Travel Office at David Watkins’ request. 100 
Mr. Kennedy then was tasked with crafting a response to this mat- 
ter. 101 In the meeting they discussed who could do an audit. They 


92 Thomason deposition, pp. 136-137, 188. 

93 Cornelius deposition, p. 79. 

94 Id., p. 88. 

95 WHMR interview notes of Bruce Lindsey, CGEPR 331. 

96 WHMR interview notes of Jennifer O’Connor, CGE 385. 

97 OPR Report, p. 9. 

98 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 923. 

"Cornelius deposition, p. 94. 

100 Cornelius deposition, pp. 93-94. 

101 Cornelius deposition, p. 96. 
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sought an alternative to a GAO audit because previous investiga- 
tions by GAO had been unfavorable to the White House. 102 

At approximately 5:30 p.m. Kennedy contacted James Bourke, 
Chief of the FBI’s Special Inquiry Unit (SPIN). Even though two 
FBI agents were permanently assigned to the White House, Ken- 
nedy never asked them for “guidance” — his stated reason for con- 
tacting the FBI. By this time, Thomason, Foster and Watkins were 
well aware of Mrs. Clinton’s interest in this matter and discussed 
it freely. Mr. Kennedy, however, made the implausible claim in his 
committee deposition that he had no idea of Mrs. Clinton’s interest 
at that time. 103 

On this day, Cornelius, while planning the takeover of the Travel 
Office, called World Wide Travel to alert them to the opening for 
the new business. World Wide immediately sent an agent, Steve 
Davison, to Washington, DC in response to the call. In this time- 
frame, the Travel Office employees recall Catherine Cornelius’ fre- 
quent absences from the Travel Office to attend meetings else- 
where. One employee recalled an occasion in the first weeks of May 
where Cornelius informed them that she had a meeting with 
Thomason and Mrs. Clinton. 104 

Throughout May 12 and May 13, Watkins received “periodic re- 
ports from Vince Foster that [the] First Lady had inquired about 
[the] Travel Office and why wasn’t action being taken — report was 
that they should be fired immediately and out of here by the end 
of the day.” 105 On the 12th, McLarty called Susan Thomases with 
whom Harry Thomason had conversations during the week. Lor- 
raine Voles, deputy Press Secretary, reported that in this time- 
frame that Eller advised her about the Travel Office allegations. 
Ms. Voles’ notes indicate that she had heard that Susan Thomases 
“went to Mac . . . Hillary wants these people fired . . . Mac 
wouldn’t do it . . . DW [David Watkins] didn’t want to do it.” 106 
Susan Thomases, 107 was at the White House the week before on 
Friday, May 7, 1993, from 2:30 to 7:47 p.m. 108 

May 13, 1993, Thursday 

On May 13, 1993, Kennedy summoned the FBI to the White 
House after a flurry of early morning calls from the White House 
to the FBI. Mr. Kennedy told FBI Unit Chief James Bourke that 
“he was getting some pressure and he needed a call back in the 
next 15 minutes or he may have to go to another agency, such as 
the IRS.” 109 Mr. Kennedy claims that his sense of urgency was 


102 OPR interview of Catherine Cornelius, September 2, 1993, p. 3, she quotes Patsy 
Thomasson saying in response to Kennedy’s idea to bring in the FBI, “Well, Billy Kennedy, I 
certainly would like that, because that would keep the GAO out.” 

103 Committee deposition of Bill Kennedy, April 9, 1996, p. 133. 

104 Committee interview of Robert Van Eimeren, July 26, 1995. 

105 Notes of David Watkins, May 31, 1993, Watkins document production, Bates Stamp No. 
PM 000169. 

106 Notes of Lorraine Voles, undated (approximately May 1993), CGE 009110. 

107 Ms. Thomases was a reference for Catherine Cornelius on her resume. Ms. Thomases 
worked on advance throughout the campaign and Cornelius worked on travel. Ms. Thomases 
certainly was not one known for being shy with her views on how to run the White House or 
on her authority to speak for Mrs. Clinton. 

108 Secret Service WAVES records (for entrances and exits) for Susan Thomases, May 7, 1993. 

109 OPR Report, p. 15. 
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based on the fear that documents would be destroyed, but no other 
testimony corroborates his claim.” 110 

Indeed, it is more likely that his sense of urgency was a response 
to that which Watkins and Foster were responding — pressure from 
Thomason and Mrs. Clinton. This is further supported by evidence 
that Kennedy alerted the FBI that those at “the highest level” in 
the White House wanted prompt action on a matter allegedly in- 
volving financial wrongdoing. 111 Mr. Kennedy made the dubious 
explanation that by highest levels, he must have been referring to 
Foster and Watkins. 112 It is unlikely that the highest levels re- 
ferred to individuals that Kennedy did not report to and in fact, 
were on an equal footing with him. 

At this time, the FBI was beleaguered by an embattled Director 
and was operating under a reduced budget imposed by President 
Clinton. When the White House called, the FBI immediately dis- 
patched two Headquarters agents, Pat Foran and Howard Apple, 
despite their protests that it would be more appropriate to assign 
a field agent. 113 Mr. Kennedy was adamant that FBI Headquarters 
personnel with a “national perspective” be involved. 114 The two 
agents arrived at the White House Counsel’s Office for an 11 a.m. 
meeting, which lasted approximately 30 minutes. 115 

Agent Apple reported that Kennedy told Agent Bourke that he 
would contact the IRS if the FBI did not respond. 116 Mr. Kennedy 
repeated the statement at this meeting, that the inquiry was di- 
rected from the highest levels. Although Kennedy denies making 
any reference to the “highest level,” four FBI agents testified under 
oath that the did. 117 Agent Apple testified that when he questioned 
Kennedy’s reference, Kennedy responded, “Let’s just say the high- 
est level.” 118 Agent Foran testified that he interpreted Mr. Ken- 
nedy’s reference to the “highest levels” to mean President Clinton 
or Vice President Gore. 119 

Mr. Kennedy also told the FBI agents that “a company which 
had done work for President Clinton during the campaign was in- 
terested in obtaining a contract for the services provided by the 
Travel Office,” but had not been allowed to bid on the business. 120 
During this discussion, Kennedy gave Agent Foran an “untitled 


110 Contrast this statement with other testimony, such as Vince Foster’s, that documents of 
“kickbacks” or some other financial allegations, simply could not all be destroyed. Furthermore, 
the idea that anyone at the White House was concerned with documents being destroyed in the 
Travel Office is inconsistent with the fact that there was no control asserted over the office at 
any time during the weeks before or after the firings. Neither Kennedy nor anyone else in the 
White House Counsel’s Office ever made any attempts to secure the documents in the Travel 
Office. 

111 OPR Report, p. 20. 

112 Committee deposition of William Kennedy, April 9, 1996, p. 91. 

113 OPR Report, p. 17. Agent Howard Apple was the acting chief of the Violent Crimes and 
Major Offenders section. Agent Pat Foran was the Unit Chief of the Operational Intelligence 
Unit, Criminal Intelligence Section, “CID”. 

114 DOJ, OPR interview of Howard B. Apple, Unit Chief of the Interstate Theft Crimes Unit, 
Criminal investigative Division, August 11, 1993. 
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116 OPR Report, p. 18. 

117 See DOJ, OPR interviews of: Unit Chief Howard Apple, August 11, 1993; Patrick Foran, 
Unit Chief of the Operational Intelligence Unit, Criminal Intelligence Section, August 16, 1993; 
Richard Wade, Unit Chief of the Governmental Fraud Unit, Criminal Investigative Division, Au- 
gust 11, 1993; Thomas Carl, Supervisory Special Agent in the Government Fraud Unit, Criminal 
Investigation Division, August 1993. 

118 General Accounting Office interview of Howard Apple, October 15, 1993. (Emphasis added.) 

119 OPR Report, p. 20. 
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document to read that he retrieved from a folder in his desk.” 121 
The agents testified that “the document repeated the suspicions re- 
garding the Travel Office that Kennedy had described to Foran and 
Apple orally.” 122 

Although Agents Foran and Apple were not allowed to keep the 
document, both agents described it as a far lengthier document 
than the Martens memo and dissimilar in format from the Martens 
memo. This memo has never been produced to the committee and 
the White House continues to claim it does not exist. 

The FBI agents ultimately told Kennedy that they were not the 
appropriate unit to handle this matter and returned to FBI Head- 
quarters to determine who should assist. The agents testified that 
they clearly had the sense that Kennedy was under considerable 
pressure to resolve this matter. 123 Mr. Kennedy telephoned his 
good friend, Webster Hubbell, almost immediately after the agents 
left his office. 124 At this time, Hubbell was the No. 3 person at the 
Justice Department and, effectively, running the Department. 

By 12:20 p.m. on May 13th, Martens responded to a request from 
Thomason at the White House. Mr. Martens faxed information to 
Thomason that “aircraft are being reviewed for Sunday, if needed 
. . . Penny [Sample, of Air Advantage] and I can be at White 
House to assist ‘C’ [Cornelius] as needed to begin operations.” 125 

A second set of FBI agents was sent to the White House to meet 
with Kennedy the afternoon of May 13; Tom Carl and Rick 
Wade. 126 Mr. Kennedy repeated his message that this was an “ur- 
gent matter” which had interest from “high levels.” These agents 
similarly reported that Kennedy was “very tense and frustrated 
throughout the meeting.” 127 Mr. Kennedy repeated the various al- 
legations about the Travel Office employees, including Thomason’s 
allegations of kickbacks and bribery. When it appeared that Ken- 
nedy was not making any progress with the second set of FBI 
agents, he asked if it would assist them if they spoke with someone 
who had more direct evidence. Mr. Kennedy left and returned with 
Catherine Cornelius, President Clinton’s third cousin and current 
Office of Administration Assistant. The agents were left alone with 
Cornelius to discuss her “allegations.” 128 

Ms. Cornelius reported to the agents that she had copied and re- 
moved documents from the Travel Office in the course of her inves- 
tigation. 129 She also relayed the information she received from 
Harry Thomason about solicitations of kickbacks from Miami Air. 
In addition, she gave her version of the alleged “lavish” lifestyles 
of the Travel Office employees. When Kennedy and Foster rejoined 
the meeting, they were told that the agents were “keying in” on the 
bribery allegation. 130 
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122 OPR Report, p. 22. 

123 OPR Report, p. 25. 

124 See Hubbell telephone log of 11:30 phone call from Kennedy to Hubbell. 
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Investigation Division. 
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The FBI accepted Cornelius’ recitation of these otherwise unsub- 
stantiated allegations as sufficient predication to launch a criminal 
investigation, with a particular focus on “kickbacks” for jurisdic- 
tional purposes. 131 No one questioned whether Cornelius had any 
conflicts of interest concerning her investigation of the Travel Of- 
fice employees. Neither her relationship to President Clinton nor 
her widely known desire to take over the Travel Office as its Direc- 
tor were revealed to the FBI. 132 An FBI headquarters supervisor 
later testified that he was “surprised” that an interview of 
Cornelius had occurred since witness interviews were supposed to 
be handled by a case agent, not an FBI headquarters supervisor. 133 

Even as the FBI informed the White House it had sufficient 
predication to launch an investigation on May 13, the White House 
Counsel’s Office shifted gears. Messrs. Foster and Kennedy in- 
formed the FBI agents that the White House intended to conduct 
an outside audit and would allow the FBI to proceed with an inves- 
tigation at a later point if it determined that one were warranted. 

Mr. Watkins’ contemporaneous notes suggest a reason for this 
dramatic shift in strategy: 

What will reaction by press be if we do S&L/bank type 
audit and no improper findings. . . . What are negative 
political consequences if no criminal violations? 134 

The FBI telephoned the White House Counsel’s office several 
times that afternoon to insist that for the sake of the investigation, 
FBI agents should be present in the Travel Office during the audit. 
Mr. Foster offered to check with “higher authority” to see whether 
the FBI should participate and promised to call back with an an- 
swer at 6:30 p.m. 135 

FBI White Collar Crime Unit Chief Tom Kubic 136 testified about 
the issue of whether FBI should be present at the audit. He said 
that he thought “that decision ought to be made not by FBIHQ, but 
by the agent conducting the investigation in consultation with the 
prosecutor.” 137 In a strange turn of events, the FBI acquiesced 
when Foster called Agent Wade and informed him that “the White 
House did not want FBI agents to accompany the auditors.” 138 

Agent Wade initially tried to convince Foster that FBI involve- 
ment in the audit would prevent the auditors from possibly being 
witnesses in a criminal matter. Mr. Foster remained firm that he 
did not want agents present during the audit. 139 According to Fos- 
ter’s notes, he consulted with Hubbell about the FBI being present. 
He wrote, “WH [Hubbell] & I, he agrees . . . discussion w/ Wade 
”140 a commitment was made to the agents that the docu- 
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merits would be properly secured. Mr. Kennedy had no recollection 
of any identifiable actions by anyone in the White House to ensure 
that records were properly secured. 141 

The only “higher ups” with whom Foster met on May 13 concern- 
ing this matter were President Clinton’s Chief of Staff, Mack 
McLarty and twice with Mrs. Clinton. Based upon the fact that 
McLarty is not a lawyer, he would have little knowledge about FBI 
concerns regarding the preservation evidence and the likelihood 
that the auditors might become witnesses at a trial. On May 13, 
Mrs. Clinton raised the topic of the Travel Office, asking Foster, 
“Are you on top of it?” 142 Mr. Foster assured her that Kennedy was 
addressing the matter but that he had “just heard about it yester- 
day.” 143 

Mr. Foster recorded in his notebook that in his second meeting 
with Mrs. Clinton, she appeared less than satisfied with the timeli- 
ness of decisionmaking. 144 Mr. Foster particularly was concerned 
about who, other than Mrs. Clinton, may have known about this 
second meeting or overheard the conversation. He writes: 

Q — anyone else present . . . don’t recall . . . when SS 
[Secret Service] in hall and door open I go in . . . some- 
times other persons present, sometimes not. 145 

This meeting occurred after Kennedy’s meetings with the FBI that 
day. 

Mrs. Clinton also called McLarty on May 13 requesting to meet, 
specifically to talk about the Travel Office. Mrs. Clinton arrived at 
his office at approximately 3 p.m. McLarty testified that, 

[Mrs. Clinton] had heard that there might be serious 
problems, deep concerns, in the Travel Office, about man- 
agement and conduct. ... I responded that I was aware 
of those possibilities and with that she said, well, good, 
you are aware of it. I think this is a serious matter, we 
should look into it. 146 

Following this meeting, McLarty met with Watkins, Foster, and 
Patsy Thomasson about the Travel Office at approximately 4 
p.m. 147 Prior to the start of this meeting, Foster told Patsy 
Thomasson that his “clients,” a reference to the President and Mrs. 
Clinton, were very concerned about the Travel Office. 148 At this 
meeting, they decided to call in an outside company to audit the 
Travel Office. 

Later that evening, Watkins and Patsy Thomasson contacted 
Larry Herman of KPMG/Peat Marwick (Peat Marwick). 149 Mr. Her- 
man had already volunteered his services for NPR and had been 
scheduled to conduct some NPR work the following day. Mr. Wat- 


141 Committee deposition of William Kennedy, April 9, 1996. pp. 98-99. 
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kins’ assistant, Jennifer O’Connor, later contacted Herman to brief 
him with background information on the Travel Office work. 150 

Director of Media Affairs Jeff Eller 151 had at least two meetings 
with Thomason, in which Eller advised quick firings to get ahead 
of the press story. 152 Mr. Thomason had two messages from Eller 
on this date, May 13, marked “very important.” Mr. Eller was 
working on “May 13 talking points,” which assumed the Travel Of- 
fice firings were to occur on that day and that the FBI was inves- 
tigating. 153 

That evening of May 13, 1993, Foster called to update Mrs. Clin- 
ton on the day’s activities. The call came in during a 3-hour dinner 
Mrs. Clinton had with Harry Thomason in the residence. 154 De- 
spite the flurry of events on this day, as well as the keen and ur- 
gent interest expressed by both Mrs. Clinton and Thomason 
throughout this dinner, neither has any specific recollection of any 
discussions about the Travel Office during that dinner. 

GAO investigators asked Mrs. Clinton in March 1994, if she par- 
ticipated in “any other discussions with White House staff or Mr. 
Thomason concerning the White House Travel Office matter during 
the period leading up to the removal of the Travel Office employees 
on May 19, 1993? If so, when and how would you describe those 
discussions.” 155 Mrs. Clinton decided to limit her April 6, 1994, re- 
sponse with the oft-repeated mantra: 

She has no specific recollection of any particular con- 
versation with Mr. Thomason on this issue at that time. 156 

Two years later Mrs. Clinton responded under oath to the commit- 
tee’s March 1996 interrogatories: 

I believe I became aware from Vincent Foster or Harry 
Thomason of concerns about financial mismanagement in 
the White House Travel Office. ... I cannot recall spe- 
cific conversations with him regarding the White House 
Travel Office or its personnel, but as indicated above, it is 
possible that at some point in May 1993, he may have 
mentioned to me issues of possible financial mismanage- 
ment in the Travel Office. I do not recall what, if anything, 

I may have said to him on this topic. 157 

The evidence points to Harry Thomason as the first person to 
pass on rumors of wrongdoing in the Travel Office to Mrs. Clinton. 
It is impossible that Foster could have been the person who first 
told Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office matter unless he was 
lying to his notebook when he said he first heard about it on May 
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12. It is clear that Mrs. Clinton knew about the Travel Office at 
the time she first approached Foster and that she was not respond- 
ing to information he was relaying to her. Moreover, David Wat- 
kins’ notes state that on May 12, 1993, Mrs. Clinton told Thomason 
she wanted them all fired that day. 158 Mr. Thomason confirmed 
through his attorney to the White House Counsel’s office that he 
told Watkins that Mrs. Clinton shared his views that the Travel 
Office employees should be replaced. 159 

The only other source of rumors that the committee has come 
across in over a year of investigation was Craig Livingstone. Mr. 
Livingstone testified that he heard of rumors in the spring of 1993 
from a source he could not identify. He passed those rumors on to 
Kennedy, who thanked him. 160 Mr. Kennedy testified that he con- 
sidered Livingstone’s rumors to be the “worst kind of third party 
hearsay” and that he took no action and made no response to the 
rumors. 161 

Recently Mrs. Clinton denied even knowing who Livingstone was 
in 1993. Mr. Kennedy denied ever talking with Mrs. Clinton about 
these matters. This leaves Harry Thomason as the only possible 
source of these allegations against the Travel Office employees. 
Neither John Podesta nor Todd Stern could uncover any other 
sources of the rumors in their White House investigation. 162 The 
same is true of all the other investigations. 

It is doubtful that either Livingstone or Kennedy could have in- 
formed Mrs. Clinton of all the rumors she reported hearing. It is 
most likely that by at least May 12, Thomason had ample oppor- 
tunity and informed Mrs. Clinton of his allegations against the 
Travel Office employees. David Watkins’ “soul cleansing” memoran- 
dum provides further confirmation: 

[T]he First Lady took interest in having the Travel Of- 
fice situation resolved quickly, following Harry Thomason’s 
bringing it to her attention. Thomason briefed the First 
Lady on his suspicion that the Travel Office was improp- 
erly funnelling business to a single charter company, and 
told her that the functions of that office could be easily re- 
placed and reallocated. 

Once this made it onto the First Lady’s agenda, Vince 
Foster became involved, and he and Harry Thomason reg- 
ularly informed me of her attention to the Travel Office 
situation — as well as her insistence that the situation be 
resolved immediately by replacing the Travel Office staff. 

Foster regularly informed me that the First Lady was 
concerned and desired action — the action desired was the 
firing of the Travel Office. 163 
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May 14, 1993, Friday 

On May 14, 1993, the White House brought in what it heralded 
as an “independent” auditor. In fact, the individual brought in to 
head the White House Travel Office review was neither independ- 
ent nor an auditor. The White House engaged the management 
consulting division, not the public accounting division of Peat 
Marwick, to conduct its “Management Review” of the Travel Office. 
Peat Marwick’s engagement letter, draft report and final report all 
state that Peat Marwick was not asked to and indeed did not con- 
duct the work necessary for an “audit, examination or review” in 
accordance with established accounting standards. 164 Although the 
Management Review team was directed to look for kickbacks, it 
found no such evidence. 

Throughout the day, Patsy Thomasson kept Watkins and Ken- 
nedy apprised of developments. 165 Mr. Kennedy called FBI Agent 
Carl during the course of the Peat Marwick review to advise him 
of the progress. 166 

The White House directed Peat Marwick’s efforts in the Travel 
Office review. In its draft report, Peat Marwick stated, “The proce- 
dures we performed were limited in nature and extent to those 
which the Office of the Counsel determined best fit its needs.” 167 
In contrast, the final report, states that the Office of Management 
and Administration limited the review procedures. 168 The distinc- 
tion is telling, given the fact that the White House Counsel’s Office 
would determine whether or not the FBI proceeded with a criminal 
investigation. Obviously, the White House did not want the White 
House Counsel’s role in directing Peat Marwick’s efforts to be re- 
vealed in its final report. 

Over the course of the last 3 years the White House has main- 
tained that the Travel Office records were not auditable. The testi- 
mony of Dan Russell, a Peat Marwick accountant, contradicts 
this. 169 He testified that the White House Travel Office records 
were indeed auditable and that an audit of the records could have 
been performed within several weeks. 170 

In a morning meeting in McLarty’s office, Eller argued vigorously 
that the employees should be fired that day. 171 Mr. Eller later ex- 
plained to the GAO that he made this argument only under the as- 
sumption that the decision to fire the employees had already been 
made by Watkins and Patsy Thomasson. 

At approximately 6:30 or 7 p.m. on May 14, Foster asked Wat- 
kins to speak with Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office. Mrs. Clin- 
ton had inquired about the Travel Office with Foster earlier in the 
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day. 172 Even though Watkins was in Memphis, TN, trying to cele- 
brate his daughter’s graduation, Foster insisted that: 

it was important that [he] speak directly with the First 
Lady that day. [Watkins] called her that evening and she 
conveyed to [him] in clear terms her desire for swift and 
clear action to resolve the situation. 173 

During this conversation, Watkins recorded that Mrs. Clinton: 

mentioned that Thomason had explained how the Travel 
Office could be run after removing the current staff — that 
plan included bringing in World Wide Travel and Penny 
Sample to handle the basic travel functions, the actual ac- 
tions taken post dismissal — and in light of that she 
thought immediate action was in order. 174 

Foster was present during the conversation. 175 

In contrast, Mrs. Clinton’s recall of this conversation was first 
provided in responses to GAO inquiries on April 6, 1994, in which 
she responded: 

Mrs. Clinton does not recall this conversation with the 
same level of detail as Mr. Watkins. She recalls that on 
Friday, May 14, she had a very short telephone call with 
Mr. Watkins. Mr. Watkins stated that Mr. Foster had 
mentioned that Mrs. Clinton was interested in knowing 
what was going on with the Travel Office. Mrs. Clinton 
knew that Mr. Watkins was out of town. Mr. Watkins con- 
veyed to her that even though he was not in Washington, 
his office was taking appropriate action. 176 

Mrs. Clinton also told the GAO that she “did not know the origin 
of the decision to remove the White House Travel Office employees” 
and that she had “no role in the decision to terminate the employ- 
ees.” 177 These statements are inconsistent with Watkins’ sworn 
statements. He testified that “Foster regularly informed me that 
the First Lady was concerned and desired action — the action de- 
sired was the firing of the Travel Office staff.” 178 
Almost 2 years later, Mrs. Clinton took an oath that her original 
answers were accurate. However, she provided additional informa- 
tion which indeed does show a role: 

I may have expressed the view that appropriate action 
should be taken if the circumstances warranted it. ... I 
expressed my concern . . . that if there were fiscal mis- 
management in the Travel Office or in any part of the 
White House, it should be addressed promptly. 179 
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On this day, Harry Thomason was asking about the Travel Office 
developments throughout the day. He had a message from 
Cornelius that “the audit started in the travel office.” 180 Late that 
evening, Patsy Thomasson interrupted the Watkins’ family gradua- 
tion celebration again to “urge him” to call Harry Thomason who 
was staying at the Jefferson Hotel. Mr. Watkins reached Harry 
Thomason at midnight and told him the Peat Marwick report 
would not be released before Monday. 181 It appears that Harry 
Thomason and Eller had been pressing since the previous day for 
the firings to take place before 5 p.m. on May 14, 1993, which was 
a Friday. 182 

May 15-16, 1993, Saturday -Sunday 

Throughout the weekend, the Peat Marwick review continued. 
Despite numerous conversations with FBI Headquarters, no one at 
the White House ever informed the agents that Peat Marwick was 
not performing an “audit.” 

Moreover, the White House did not inform the FBI that it was 
conducting its own investigation. Patsy Thomasson enlisted Jen- 
nifer O’Connor and Brian Foucart under the pretense of an NPR 
review to interview Billy Dale and report back to her. 183 Ms. 
Thomasson requested they provide a memo of the results. 184 Ms. 
Thomasson also tried to enlist one of her assistants, Peter Siegel, 
to go on a trip scheduled for the following Monday to shadow the 
Travel Office employees and record an “hour-by-hour” accounting of 
what they did. This mission was to be carried out “unobtru- 
sively.” 185 

On May 15, Kennedy contacted FBI Agent Carl at home to re- 
ceive an private briefing from Peat Marwick. Agent Carl arrived at 
the White House at 5 p.m. with the Washington Metropolitan Field 
Office Supervisor assigned to the matter, David Bowie. 186 Again, 
Kennedy assured the FBI agents that the Travel Office records 
were secure. 

Also on May 15, McLarty telephoned Foster to tell him that he 
was going to New York with Mrs. Clinton that evening and wanted 
Foster to “give highlights, status” to him before the trip. 187 Steve 
Davison of World Wide Travel reported, “We’d heard that Mack 
couldn’t get a hotel room, that HRC was pissed at Travel staff,” as 
a possible reason for the firings. 188 

On Sunday, May 16, 1993, Patsy Thomasson continued her own 
investigative work by calling in several computer people to remove 
the hard drives on all the computers in the Travel Office. Again, 
the FBI was not informed of these activities. 189 

A World Wide Travel employee Fan Dozier talked with Harry 
Thomason on this day and recounted that Thomason remarked: 
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“you mean you’re not up there working [in the Travel Office]?” 190 
Mr. Thomason added that “the First Lady would be very upset” to 
hear that World Wide Travel was not already in place. 191 

Later that evening, McLarty was in the White House residence 
for a dinner with President Clinton and Mrs. Clinton and several 
cabinet members. 192 Mrs. Clinton spoke with McLarty in private 
about the progress of the Travel Office investigation. McLarty later 
added a notation to one of the numerous chronologies subsequently 
created by the White House Counsel’s office that on this date, there 
was “HRC pressure.” 193 Although McLarty previously did not ac- 
knowledge this meeting, he testified before this committee that 
Mrs. Clinton did pressure him to act at this time. 194 

Mr. Foster arrived at the White House for a late night meeting 
with President Clinton at approximately 9 p.m. The meeting lasted 
approximately 2 hours, until 11 p.m. On Foster’s calendar detailing 
his activities on May 16 for Travel Office matters, the only notation 
he wrote was “?” 195 

May 17, 1993, Monday 

Mr. Watkins had an early morning meeting with McLarty. Mr. 
McLarty informed him that this matter was on Mrs. Clinton’s 
“radar screen.” 196 Mr. Watkins recorded that there “would be hell 
to pay if . . . we failed to take swift and decisive action in conform- 
ity with the First Lady’s wishes.” 197 

Mr. Watkins drafted a memo to McLarty later this same day cov- 
ering the planned Travel Office firings. Mr. Watkins copied this 
memo to Mrs. Clinton. 198 The memo was faxed to Eller who was 
traveling with President Clinton in California. 199 Mr. Eller dis- 
cussed the memorandum with Presidential confidante Bruce 
Lindsey. In turn, Lindsey discussed the memorandum with Presi- 
dent Clinton in California. 200 That morning, Lindsey placed a 
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193 “Chronology of Travel Office Firings (as of 5.25.93)” with handwritten notations by Chief 
of Staff Mack McLarty, CGEPR 0563-0564. 

194 McLarty deposition, pp. 40-42. 
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phone call to Kennedy from Air Force One and left a message for 
Kennedy to call him. 201 

Mr. Dale went to see Watkins later this day to inquire about re- 
tiring. Mr. Watkins advised Dale that he did not want to discuss 
it at this time and scheduled a meeting for Wednesday morning, 
May 19, at 10 a.m. with all the employees. 202 

May 18, 1993, Tuesday 

The FBI called the White Flouse to see what was happening to 
the “audit” only to be put off for the day. Throughout the day, 
Cornelius was finalizing plans with World Wide Travel staff to ef- 
fectuate the takeover of the Travel Office operations. A new direc- 
tor of the Travel Office was selected by David Watkins: the reticent 
Brian Foucart. 203 Mr. Foucart recalled little of any events while at 
the White House. He testified that he could not recall what his title 
was or exactly when he began working there. 204 

Harry Thomason also had a meeting with Craig Livingstone on 
this day although the purpose is unknown. 205 Ms. Cornelius en- 
listed Thomason’s help as she had in the previous week to deter- 
mine how the Travel Office could be run. 206 

At the end of the day, Kennedy put his arms around the shoul- 
ders of FBI agents assigned to the White House, Dennis 
Sculimbrene and Gary Aldrich and said, 

You guys are really going to thank me in the morn- 
ing. ... I can’t talk about it right now, but I kept you out 
of something and you are going to be very grateful in the 
morning that you were kept out of this. 207 

The only event that occurred the next day was the firing of the 
seven White House Travel Office employees and the announcement 
that they were under investigation by the FBI. We now know that 
Kennedy exhibited an uncanny foresight into future events. How- 
ever, Kennedy’s statement reveals a level of prescience that being 
a part of the firing of the seven Travel Office employees was not 
something anyone wanted to acknowledge. 

May 19, 1993, Wednesday 

While the FBI awaited the completion of what it had been falsely 
told was going to be an audit, the White House suddenly decided 
to fire the Travel Office employees on Wednesday, May 19, 1993. 
The firings were announced in a press briefing and the President’s 
press office proceeded, contrary to official policy, to announce that 
there was an ongoing FBI investigation. 


201 Phone logs of William Kennedy, CGE 23023. Neither Kennedy nor Lindsey have any recol- 
lection of this telephone call. See committee deposition of Bruce Lindsey, July 29, 1996, p. 50; 
see also Kennedy deposition (April 9, 1996), pp. 130-131. 
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203 Foucart deposition, p. 42. 
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at the DNC. 

205 Mr. Thomason had undated notes of a meeting that he testified was with Craig Livingstone 
to discuss Livingstone’s interest in securing the Director’s job in the White House Military Of- 
fice. Thomason did not recall when this meeting occurred. On May 18, 1993, Livingstone put 
Anthony Marceca on an access list to the White House. CGE 47618. 

206 Cornelius deposition, pp. 116-117. 

207 Committee deposition of Gary Aldrich, July 18, 1996, p. 49. 
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Early that morning, Watkins provided White House Press Sec- 
retary Dee Dee Myers with talking points which included the men- 
tion that the White House asked the FBI to investigate. 208 When 
Kennedy called Agents Carl and Wade to tell them about the im- 
pending firings, Agent Wade warned “that the termination could 
pose problems for the investigation.” 209 The White House ignored 
the FBI’s concerns and neither the FBI nor the Justice Department 
ever publicly voiced any further objections. 

When word of the firings reached the Justice Department, its 
Criminal Division Acting Chief, Jack Keeney, drafted an “Urgent 
Memo” on May 19, 1993. In that memorandum, he noted that the 
FBI had become involved due to the “kickbacks” allegation. 210 

Peat Marwick’s report was not available when the White House 
announced the firings on May 19. In fact, it was not yet written. 
Consequently, Peat Marwick’s primary author, partner Larry Her- 
man, was ushered into a meeting with George Stephanopoulos, Dee 
Dee Myers, Vince Foster, Bill Kennedy, Ricki Seidman and Harry 
Thomason. He was immediately greeted with the question, “Where 
the hell is the report?” 211 Mr. Herman testified that Harry 
Thomason pressed him with questions about whether they had un- 
covered anything about “kickbacks.” 212 

During this timeframe, Thomason spoke to Ross Fischer of 
Miami Air and discovered that Fischer never made any allegations 
of kickbacks. 213 Harry Thomason quickly learned that his allega- 
tions were turning to dust. 

Meanwhile, Thomason contacted his partner Darnell Martens 
and asked for his assistance in contacting Penny Sample of Air Ad- 
vantage to come to Washington to help in the Travel Office. She 
arrived the next day. 214 Mr. Thomason again was vague about his 
participation to summon Penny Sample. He testified: 

Question. There was a time before the firings when 
Darnell Martens placed a telephone call to Penny Sample. 

It was in May of 1993. Did you have any involvement or 
offer any advice concerning the telephone call that was 
placed to Penny Sample to come to the White House? 

Answer. I don’t know. I don’t know. I mean, at one point 
I remember somebody in the White House said: Who could 
do this if we decided to make a change in this department? 

But so, I don’t remember anything else about it actually. 

Question. Do you know who recommended Mr. Martens 
call Ms. Sample to come to the White House prior to the 
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209 OPR Report, p. 49. 

210 Urgent memo of May 19, 1993 from Jack Keeney to Janet Reno, Philip Heymann and Web- 
ster Hubbell. While Attorney General Reno, Deputy Attorney General Heymann and Associate 
Attorney General Hubbell all deny reading this memo until the following week, an assistant to 
Heymann, Cynthia Monaco states that she personally handed the memo to Heymann on the day 
it was written or possibly as late as the next day and that she watched him read it according 
to her informal interview with the committee. Nevertheless, the oblivious response from the Jus- 
tice Department to the highly unorthodox developments of this investigation in the earliest days 
seemed to set a pattern. 

211 Herman interview. 

212 Id. 

213 Staff interview of Ross Fischer in fall 1995. This information was notably absent from any 
public accounts or in the White House Management Review which was released on July 2, 1993 
absent this exculpatory information. 

214 Martens deposition, p. 173. 



48 


firing of the White House Travel Office employees on May 
19th? 

Answer. I don’t. Mr. Martens was at the White House in 
a meeting with several people later, and I’m not sure what 
the date was or anything, and it came out of that con- 
versation. But exactly who, I couldn’t tell you. 215 

May 20, 1993, Thursday 

The firings were met with near universal skepticism in the press 
once it was revealed that President Clinton’s cousin and Harry 
Thomason were in the wings to take over the operations of the 
White House Travel Office. The press soon began to learn just how 
instrumental they had been in generating the firings. 

The announcement of the FBI investigation was a particular 
problem because to this point, the FBI had allowed the White 
House to totally control the alleged investigation. The White House 
had already made a premature announcement of the investigation 
and now the FBI press office was busy catching up with the White 
House “press responses.” The FBI had to deal with White House 
press responses that continued to support the White House’s indi- 
cations that there would be an FBI investigation. 216 

The FBI press response did concede that the FBI planned to 
await the “final report of the auditors” in order to “analyze their 
findings and conduct appropriate investigation.” 217 At this point, 
the FBI did not have the report and had not learned there was not 
going to be an “audit” upon which to base an investigation. FBI 
Media Affairs Director John Collingwood testified that he sent cop- 
ies of his “press responses” to the White House throughout this 
week. 218 

The press also learned on this date that Cornelius and Clarissa 
Cerda prepared a February 15, 1993 memorandum for Watkins 
which positioned them as co-directors of the Travel Office. When 
this broke in the press, Patsy Thomasson instructed Cornelius and 
Cerda to deny that Watkins ever read the memo, a claim which 
both believed was false. 219 A White House created chronology dis- 
closed that Gene Gibbons of Reuters and Wolf Blitzer of CNN in- 
formed Stephanopoulos that they had obtained this memorandum. 
They agreed to hold their stories until Watkins, Myers and 
Stephanopoulos met with the reporters’ bureau chiefs the following 
morning. 220 

Once Eller’s personal relationship with Cornelius became public, 
he told interviewers that he threw away all his documents and al- 
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legedly “removed himself’ from the issue. However, Cornelius testi- 
fied that Eller was engaged in a heated discussion with 
Stephanopoulos about this matter about this time — an altercation 
neither can now recall. 221 

With the pressure growing for a Peat Marwick report that 
matched the advance hype, Larry Herman called in front office re- 
inforcements from Peat Marwick. Mr. Kennedy informed the FBI, 
which had made several requests for the report, that the “auditors” 
were working on the report but that “changes were being made to 
the draft and that [the FBI] would get a copy as soon as it was 
available.” 222 

May 21, 1993, Friday 

The FBI still had not received what they thought would be an 
“audit” report from the White House. Ms. Myers and 
Stephanopoulos met with various White House personnel to try to 
put a story together to quell the growing press fury. Mr. Foster re- 
corded in his notes of this date that at some point Stephanopoulos 
was told of HT’s [Harry Thomason’s] memo and that 

Stephanopoulos “gets upset” because he had already told the press 
that Thomason had no financial interest at stake. 223 

Ann Devroy and Ruth Marcus of the Washington Post contacted 
Stephanopoulos about the “Martens memo” they had obtained. This 
memorandum detailed Martens’ efforts to obtain Travel Office busi- 
ness as well as his call to Dale in February 1993, about obtaining 
Travel Office business. 

The story about the Cornelius/Cerda memorandum to take over 
the Travel Office was reported that morning by CNN and 
Stephanopoulos quickly dismissed it as the work of yet another 
“low-level staffer” in the Clinton White House. He claimed that the 
memorandum had nothing to do with the firings. The Martens 
memorandum’s release made it imperative that the “management 
decision” to fire the employees not only be backed up by Peat 
Marwick but also by the FBI. 

Delays in the final Peat Marwick review and the FBI formal an- 
nouncement of an investigation had become a problem. The White 
House called John Collingwood at the FBI to come to a White 
House press strategy meeting. Once there, Stephanopoulos asked 
him to revise his FBI press response. 224 He did so upon his return 
to the FBI and faxed it to the White House. Mr. Stephanopoulos 
used the revised response in his 4 p.m. press conference. 

The White House finally released the long-awaited Peat Marwick 
review at this press conference. The FBI did not receive the Peat 
Marwick review until later that evening at Headquarters. The as- 
signed FBI field office did not receive the report until the following 
week. Nevertheless, before anyone at the FBI reviewed the Peat 
Marwick report, the FBI “investigation” had been confirmed. 

In a previously undisclosed phone conversation between White 
House Counsel Bernie Nussbaum and Deputy Attorney General 
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Phil Heymann on the morning of Friday, May 21, Nussbaum asked 
Heymann if the White House could say that the FBI had signed 
off on an investigation. 225 Mr. Nussbaum later claimed that 
Stephanopoulos pressed him to take action. 226 Mr. Nussbaum also 
said FBI Deputy Director Floyd Clarke happened to be in 
Heymann’s office when Heymann gave the go ahead to announce 
the investigation. 

White House Deputy Director of Records Management Lee John- 
son sent a memorandum to Staff Secretary John Podesta on this 
date expressing serious concerns about the records in the Travel 
Office and the lack of control over these records. 227 Podesta’s office 
was responsible for records management at the White House. 228 

Mr. Johnson repeatedly contacted Steven Neuwirth in the White 
House Counsel’s office about this matter and received no response. 
FBI Agent Sculimbrene also raised concerns about the lack of con- 
trol over the documents. He stated that he had seen people throw- 
ing out records and documents from the Travel Office and was 
shocked that there was absolutely no FBI presence or control over 
the investigation at this point. 229 Mr. Podesta’s Deputy Todd Stern 
later noted that: “document handling . . . terrible ... no docu- 
ments secured . . . but FBI may not want this — prejudice case . . . 
who drove it and who knew.” 230 

That evening, Cornelius and Cerda had dinner at the Jefferson 
Hotel with Thomason and his White House assistant Bobbie Faye 
Ferguson. Ms. Cerda told Ferguson that she and Cornelius had 
been told to say that Watkins did not read their February 15 
memorandum. 231 Ms. Cerda did not think this was true and be- 
lieved she was being asked to lie. 232 

May 22, 1993, Saturday 

The White House staff was reeling from a grueling press week 
on both the Christophe haircut and the Travel Office firings. Presi- 
dent Clinton’s staff gathered at the White House throughout the 
weekend to “war room” the press strategy. Mr. Thomason appeared 
at the White House over this weekend. 233 
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May 24-25, 1993, Monday -Tuesday 

On May 24 and 25, 1993, an increasingly skeptical press contin- 
ued to question White House cronyism and misuse of the FBI. The 
Attorney General was asked by a Washington Post reporter on May 
24, if she was aware of the White House contacts with the FBI. 
General Reno denied any such knowledge in spite of the fact that 
an Urgent Memo about the matter was provided to her on May 
19. 234 

The press learned that Collingwood had been at the White House 
on Friday, May 21, and continued to raise questions about Presi- 
dent Clinton’s staff exerting pressure on the FBI. New York Times 
columnist William Safire accused the White House of “politicizing” 
the FBI during an appearance on “Meet the Press” on May 23 and 
again in his New York Times column on May 24. 235 

On May 25, President Clinton was questioned during a photo 
session about Mr. Safire’s allegations. President Clinton responded 
that: 

whenever you’ve asked me a question, I’ve told you all 
I know about it. All I knew was there was a plan to cut 
the size of the office, save tax dollars, save the press 
money. 

President Clinton’s lack of knowledge is in conflict with Bruce 
Lindsey’s testimony that he briefed President Clinton on the mat- 
ter prior to the firings. When Lindsey briefed him, President Clin- 
ton asked, “What’s it about?” 236 

General Reno took the White House to task for directly contact- 
ing the FBI without going through the Justice Department and ex- 
pressed her consternation with these events to President Clinton’s 
Counsel Bernard Nussbaum. 237 

The White House announced that a “White House Management 
Review” would be immediately undertaken to be presided over by 
then-Chief of Staff Mack McLarty. Mr. McLarty was put in charge 
of the internal investigation even though he clearly had a role in 
the firings. The incongruity of putting the person who authorized 
the firings in charge of this investigation ensured from the begin- 
ning that the full story would not be told. 

May 27, 1993, Thursday 

White House Management Review co-author Todd Stern memori- 
alized his concerns in his handwritten notes: 

problem is that if we do any kind of report and fail to 
address these Qs [questions], press jumps on you wanting 
to know answers; while if you give answers that aren’t 
fully honest (e.g. nothing re HRC) you risk hugely 
compounding the problem by getting caught in half-truths. 

You run the risk of turning this into a ‘cover-up’. . . . We 
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need to think seriously about whether or not it won’t be 
better to come clean . . , 238 

Unfortunately, Mr. Stern’s musings were never heeded — coming 
clean was not on the White House agenda. 

IV. The Travel Office Firings Were Part of a Campaign 
Payback Scheme That was in Place Long Before May 1993 

A. HARRY THOMASON SOUGHT THE TRAVEL BUSINESS FROM THE 
EARLY DAYS OF THE TRANSITION, TOLD MRS. CLINTON HE COULD 
PROVIDE THE SERVICE AND PRESIDENT CLINTON AND MRS. CLINTON 
PROVIDED THE ACCESS TO DO SO. HARRY THOMASON MALIGNED THE 
TRAVEL OFFICE EMPLOYEES, AS WELL AS TRAVEL OFFICE CONTRAC- 
TOR ULTRAIR IN ORDER TO MOVE THEM OUT OF THAT OFFICE. 
THOMASON’S TRAVEL BUSINESS INTERESTS POSED AN INHERENT 
CONFLICT WITH HIS INVOLVEMENT IN TRAVEL OFFICE DECISIONS OR 
ANY SOLICITATION OF BUSINESS IN THIS AREA 

The origins of the Travelgate story began long before the May 19, 
1993, firings and long before the Clintons crossed the White House 
threshold in January 1993. Harry Thomason, famous Hollywood 
producer and a long-time close friend of the Clintons, became an 
indispensable member of the 1992 campaign entourage. He and his 
wife provided much needed assistance: from their own personal air- 
craft in the early days of the campaign and help with Hollywood 
fund-raising, to scripting and staging of the 1992 Democrat conven- 
tion complete with a Thomason produced video, “The Man from 
Hope.” 

1. Harry Thomason’s ownership interest in aviation companies pre- 
sented inherent conflicts of interest in his seeking Travel Office 
business 

Mr. Thomason possessed an ownership interest in several avia- 
tion oriented companies. He had a 33 percent ownership interest 
in Thomason, Richland & Martens, Inc., (TRM), an aviation con- 
sulting company based in Cincinnati, OH. TRM’s cash flow de- 
pended heavily on moneys derived from the Clinton/Gore campaign 
from the fall of 1991 through the election in November 1992. This 
reliance continued throughout the Clinton/Gore transition. 

Mr. Thomason’s two partners had a 33 percent ownership in 
TRM. Darnell Martens was brought into TRM and served as the 
president of the company. Martens testified how the company 
began financially: 

Question. And so there were the two financial backers? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did they in fact put up equal money 

Answer. No. 

Question. Can you just explain what happened with 
that? 

Answer. Each were to put up $50,000. Harry put in 25 
initially, Dan [Richland] did not. Maybe a year and a half 
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later, Dan put up 25,000. He subsequently put in his other 
25,000. And Harry has yet to put in his final 25,000. 

Question. Were you a financial backer of the company? 

Answer. Only from the aspect of bringing the Executive 
Jet contract with me as part of the original deal. 

Question. And you served as president? 

Answer. Correct. 239 

Mr. Thomason met Darnell Martens in 1989 when he bought a 
plane from Executive Jet while Martens was employed there. 240 
Mr. Martens, who claims his real life ambition was to work in the 
television industry, kept in touch with Thomason over the next sev- 
eral years. Mr. Martens testified that in 1991, Thomason encour- 
aged him to present a business plan for the company that ulti- 
mately became TRM. TRM was incorporated in November 1991, 
shortly after Bill Clinton announced he was running for President. 

Mr. Martens additionally took on a role with a second Harry 
Thomason-owned aviation company, the Thomason Aircraft Corp., 
as acting president. The Thomason Aircraft Corp., marketed air- 
craft parts and some aircraft sales. 241 This company became a cli- 
ent of TRM and Martens worked between the two companies in 
Ohio and California. At one point, Thomason Aircraft supplied an 
eight-seater plane to TRM. 

Martens’ income was covered under an arrangement he made 
with Executive Jet to provide his salary for approximately 1 year. 
In May 1993, his 1 year contract was ending and the additional 
commissions he obtained for his service to the Clinton/Gore cam- 
paign were drying up. The access that Harry Thomason could pro- 
vide was an attractive solution for the cash strapped start up com- 
pany. Mr. Martens testified that after the inauguration he wanted 
to have enough money so that he could spend a few months doing 
research and “get back to his business plan” providing financial ad- 
visory service for companies that owned aircraft and developing 
“benchmark products.” 242 

2. TRM, Thomason’s company, provided service to the Clinton /Gore 
campaign and sought to capitalize on their association with the 
new administration 

In December 1991, Thomason told Martens that he had a friend, 
Bill Clinton, who was running for President. In his deposition, 
Martens explained: 

I kind of rolled my eyes and said: Okay, so what? 

And he goes: Well, it is Bill Clinton. 

I had never heard of Bill Clinton. In fact, when he said 
it, right then was the first time I had ever heard the 
name. 

So I said: Yes, so? 
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He goes: Well, the thing is that they have been getting 
into chartering airplanes and just ad hoc, you know, if 
somebody needs to go somewhere. And we are real con- 
cerned about primarily the safety issues, who are they 
using, how much are they paying, are they properly in- 
sured, some of those issues. You know, there has been 
some discussion around with some of the advisors that 
maybe somebody should take a look at what they are doing 
so that they don’t actually have something bad happen, 
you know, use an operator they shouldn’t or whatever. 

He said: It seems to me maybe you would want to go 
down and see if there was an opportunity for you to do 
some consulting for them. 

I said: Sure, that will be fine. 243 

Mr. Martens attended a Los Angeles fund-raiser with Thomason, 
shook Bill Clinton’s hand, and then met with David Buxbaum of 
the Clinton/Gore campaign and obtained the campaign charter 
business. Mr. Buxbaum was in charge of budget matters and re- 
ported directly to Watkins who was then Clinton/Gore campaign 
manager. Mr. Martens was not aware of any competitive bidding 
done to obtain the business. 

Initially, TRM provided all the planes for the fledgling campaign. 
As Clinton successes mounted in the primary season and the en- 
tourage grew, Martens utilized a New Mexico charter company, Air 
Advantage, to serve as a charter broker. Air Advantage paid an 
agreed upon percentage to Martens through TRM. Although 
Martens testified that he did billing and consulting work with Air 
Advantage, Air Advantage owner Penny Sample claimed she really 
didn’t know what Martens did or for what they were paying 
him. 244 

When Bill Clinton won the Presidency in November 1992, the 
TRM partners and their associates set their sights on “Washington 
opportunities.” Linda Bloodworth-Thomason ridiculed the idea of 
her husband trying to get the Travel Office business as the equiva- 
lent of taking over someone’s lemonade stand when the whole 
Travel Office debacle blew up in May 1993, after the firings: 

given our salaries, setting our sights on the White House 
travel office would be the financial equivalent of us taking 
over someone’s lemonade stand. 245 

However, Thomason and Martens did in fact seek a quarter of 
a million dollar Government contract as well as the potential $10 
million annual cash flow. It is now apparent, that even before the 
start of the Clinton administration, Harry Thomason spoke with 
Mrs. Clinton about replacing Travel Office employees because they 
were “disloyal” and discussed the fact that he (TRM) could do the 
same work he had performed for the campaign. 246 


243 Martens deposition, pp. 20-21. 

244 GAO deposition of Penny Sample, September 1, 1993, pp. 21-22. 

245 Judith Michaelson, Putting ‘House’ and Past in Order, Old Nemeses Delta Burke and 
Thomason’s Combined Forces, Los Angeles Times, January 4, 1995. 

246 Handwritten notes of President Clinton’s Associate Counsel Natalie Williams detailing a 
conversation with one of Harry Thomason’s attorneys, Amy Sabrin, DF 780464. Although Presi- 
dent Clinton claimed executive privilege over all of Ms. Williams’ handwritten notes, the com- 
mittee received production on August 15, 1996. 
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3. A January 29, 1993 memorandum from Darnell Martens to 
Harry Thomason catalogs the ambitious Washington agenda for 
TRM: pursuing Travel Office business and obtaining “official 
status” at the White House 

a. Seeking “Washington opportunities” 

In a memorandum never before provided to investigators until 
the committee threatened to subpoena Harry Thomason, the mul- 
tiple Thomason-Martens enterprises were revealed. In the January 
29, 1993 memorandum from Martens to Thomason, Marten de- 
tailed numerous “Washington opportunities” that could be pursued 
by “capitalizing] on the ‘Thomason’ name recognition.” 247 

Mr. Martens first suggested changing the TRM firm name to 
“Harry Thomason & Associates” as they moved forward with their 
“opportunities.” Mr. Martens made up his own letterhead and pro- 
ceeded to use this new name when faxing requests for meetings at 
the White House. 248 Mr. Thomason testified, however, that this 
was done without his approval and claimed to have put an imme- 
diate halt to the name change. Nevertheless, this same heading ap- 
pears on later TRM correspondence to the White House. 249 

b. Obtaining “some form of official status” 

Second, Martens’ memo recommended obtaining “some form of of- 
ficial status as advisors to the White House for general aviation 
policy matters.” The memorandum proposed achieving this goal 
through special consulting projects such as developing a “computer- 
ized safety and operational database” or reviewing “all non-military 
Government aircraft to determine financial and operational appro- 
priateness.” 250 President Clinton greatly facilitated this effort after 
a February 10, 1993, cabinet meeting when he announced he was 
“ordering an inventory of the airplane fleet.” 251 

Messrs. Martens and Thomason did in fact obtain the “official 
status” of White House passholders. Harry Thomason obtained his 
pass on March 23, 1993, and Darnell Martens obtained his pass on 
May 12, 1993. 252 Mr. Thomason was listed as reporting directly to 
President Clinton. 253 Mr. Martens reported to Harry Thomason 
and Watkins. 254 


247 DOJ document production, EZ 037684. 

248 Confidential fax cover sheet (CGE 2228) with memo offering assistance with the Travel Of- 
fice, May 13, 1993, Bates Stamp No. BFF 1031; memorandum from Martens to Bruce Lindsey, 
April 12, 1993, regarding proposal to perform financial audit of non-military Federal aircraft, 
CGE 2229. 

249 Thomason deposition, p. 110. 

250 Confidential memorandum to Thomason from Martens, January 29, 1993 regarding “TRM 
Action Items”, DOJ production, Bates Stamp No. EZ 037684. 

251 “Remarks at a Meeting with Cabinet Members,” 29 Wkly Comp. Pres. Documents, p. 67. 

252 See GAO interview of Craig Livingstone, March 10, 1994. Craig Livingstone testified to 
GAO investigators that this request was “unheard of.” Livingstone went to the Office of Admin- 
istration to find out why he had been given an access form from President Clinton requesting 
a pass for Harry Thomason. According to Livingstone, Watkins refused to provide any expla- 
nation and only told him that it needed to be done. 

But see Thomason deposition, p. 75. Thomason stated in sworn testimony that after arriving 
at the White House for several days and having to wait at the gate for someone to grant him 
entrance through the gate, Livingstone approached him one day and said: “[W]hy are we doing 
this? You know, it causes a waste of time, you a waste of time. Why don’t we get you a tem- 
porary pass so that we just won’t have to make the call everyday.” 

253 CGE 2933. 

2 5 4 CGE 18296. 
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Harry Thomason was enlisted to come to the White House when 
the White House fell upon hard times with the press and President 
Clinton’s polling figures headed south. Mr. Thomason was officially 
brought in to assist in better “staging” of events for the President. 
Mrs. Clinton acknowledged discussing these “staging” efforts with 
Harry Thomason. 255 

Rahm Emanuel told White House Management Review investiga- 
tors that McLarty, Stephanopoulos, Mandy Grunwald and Presi- 
dent Clinton were consulted about bringing in Harry Thomason for 
staging advice and they all signed off on the project. Mr. Emanuel 
confirmed in sworn testimony before this committee that McLarty 
approved bringing in Harry Thomason. 256 

In stark contrast, McLarty claimed he had no role in bringing 
Harry Thomason to the White House in numerous public state- 
ments as well as the White House Management Review. 257 Fur- 
thermore, McLarty testified to this committee that he “thought the 
President and First Lady had asked him [Harry Thomason] to 
come to the White House.” 258 Other Clinton administration staff 
consistently maintained that Emanuel was responsible for Harry 
Thomason coming to the White House. The White House Manage- 
ment Review is vague on the subject: 

At the end of April, Thomason returned to Washington. 

He had been asked to consult on the staging of Presi- 
dential events and was provided with an access pass of the 
kind issued to staff, allowing him open passage throughout 
the White House complex. 259 

It is unlikely that Emanuel’s position gave him the authority to 
bring someone to work at the White House, provide an East Wing 
office, computer, phone hook up, White House pass and direct sen- 
ior staff to meet with such an individual for a “project.” Such a 
task clearly would be within the scope of the Chief of Staff, particu- 
larly when it involved the Clintons’ close friend and supporter, 
Harry Thomason. 

Mr. McLarty denies his role in bringing in Harry Thomason and 
furthermore, states he never met with Thomason while he was at 
the White House. 260 Mr. Thomason directly contradicts this ac- 
count. He testified to this committee that in the May 12, 1993 
meeting reflected on his calendar, he gave McLarty a copy of “The 
White House Project.” 261 

Mr. McLarty’s testimony that he believed President Clinton and 
Mrs. Clinton asked Harry Thomason to come to the White House 
for the “staging” efforts, would explain why Thomason’s White 


255 Mrs. Clinton’s answers to interrogatories, p. 9. 

256 WHMR interview notes of Rahm Emanuel, June 14, 1993, CGE 0236. In his committee 
deposition, Emanuel could not recall this fact. However, Todd Stern, who took notes at 
Emanuel’s interview, confirmed that his notes did reflect that the President, Mack McLarty, 
Mandy Grunwald and George Stephanopoulos approved the “White House Project” that Harry 
Thomason was working on. See Stern deposition, pp. 38-39. 

257 GAO interview of Thomas F. “Mack” McLarty, March 21, 1994. 

258 McLarty deposition, p. 23. 

259 The White House Management Review, p. 6. 

260 McLarty deposition, pp. 23-24. 

261 McLarty does not appear to have turned over his copy of “The White House Project” to 
John Podesta and Todd Stern in the course of the Management Review. Stern recalls receiving 
the document from Rahm Emanuel. Podesta does not recall from whom they received the docu- 
ment. 
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House pass had him reporting directly to the President. Moreover, 
there is evidence that McLarty sent a memorandum to certain staff 
explaining Thomason’s designated role at the White House prior to 
Thomason’s scheduled interviews with department heads. This 
memorandum has not surfaced in the course of the committee’s 
document requests to the White House. 262 Again, the White House 
Chief of Staff would be the logical person to send out such a memo 
so that staff would understand why they were being asked to take 
time out of their schedules to meet with Harry Thomason. 263 

c. Seeking the Travel Office business 

Mr. Martens clearly envisioned seeking the Travel Office busi- 
ness according to his January 29 memo to Harry Thomason: 

Determine who controls the scheduling of the White 
House Press Corps aircraft. This can be done by TRM 
much as the campaign aircraft were handled. 

There is no documentary evidence that Thomason ever objected to 
any of these activities. In fact, Thomason personally forwarded a 
proposal memorandum for a GSA contract to President Clinton, 
which was one of the items on the January 29 memorandum list. 264 

Mr. Martens January 29 memo also recommended that he and 
Thomason “travel to Washington within the next 30 to 45 days to 
meet with either DOT [Department of Transportation] or White 
House transportation advisors” regarding these items. Within the 
month, while an overnight guest at the White House, Harry 
Thomason passed on his ideas personally to President Clinton. 265 
Martens even fancied that he and his Hollywood partner could pro- 
vide “selection assistance” regarding President Clinton’s choice for 
a new FAA Administrator. 266 

4. Putting Martens in touch with the White House to obtain Travel 
Office business 

Mr. Thomason used his access to the White House to put 
Martens in touch with Myers and learn how to solicit the Travel 
Office business. Ms. Myers in turn put Martens in touch with Billy 
Dale. When Martens attempted to seek Travel Office business from 
the former Travel Office Director, Billy Dale, he was rebuffed. 
Then, perhaps, was the point at which Mr. Dale’s fate was sealed. 
He made the mistake of not giving business to President Clinton’s 
friend even though to do so would have disrupted a longstanding 
arrangement preferred by the customers of the Travel Office — the 
White House press corps. 


262 Jennifer O’Connor recounted such a memo in handwritten notes, CGE 37586; see also 
Cornelius deposition, p. 76. Cornelius testified that O’Connor told her of such a memo. The com- 
mittee specifically sought this memorandum from the White House to no avail. 

263 In the course of the White House Project, Harry Thomason had meetings with dozens of 
White House staffers as is reflected in an agenda provided by both the White House and Harry 
Thomason. Most of Thomason’s meetings were conducted on April 30 and May 1, 1993. 

264 CGE 2296-2297. 

265 Thomason was an overnight guest in the White House residence on February 16 and 17, 
1993 and forwarded the February 11, 1993 memo (CGE 2297) to the President. 

266 See Darnell Martens memorandum, dated January 29, 1993, DOJ production, Bates Stamp 
No. EZ 037684. 
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5. Drafting a memorandum covering his conversation with Dale 

which shows he was seeking the Travel Office business 

Mr. Martens recounted his impressions of this conversation with 
Dale in a memorandum that was disclosed to the press just days 
after the firings. Mr. Martens testified that he wrote the memoran- 
dum contemporaneous with his conversation with Dale in early 
February 1993. 267 The Martens memorandum clearly states that 
TRM was seeking business from the Travel Office: 

Dee Dee Myers stated to both Harry Thomason (person- 
ally) and Darnell Martens (by phone) that the White 
House was not tied to any particular charter operator and 
that based on that assumption, she saw no reason why 
Thomason, Richland & Martens, Inc. (TRM) should not be 
able to compete for the White House Press Corps charter 
business. 268 

Mr. Martens goes on to detail his conversation with Dale in which 
he was told that “there was no possible combination of price/service 
under which TRM could earn the White House business. 269 

Mr. Dale acknowledged that he interpreted Martens’ overtures as 
a bid for TRM to get the Travel Office business and that he simply 
didn’t need a “middle man.” 270 What Martens was soliciting was 
to take over Dale’s job. Robert Van Eimeren overheard the con- 
versation and concurred with Dale’s account. 271 

A reading of the Martens memorandum further leads to the con- 
clusion that TRM was seeking the Travel Office business. Again, 
Martens wrote, “Martens informed Dale that TRM purchases a 
much higher volume of charter hours than the White House does 
and that the buying power could be combined with the White 
House business to lower the cost from particular vendors to the 
Press Corps.” 

Mr. Martens’ memorandum continues for close to two pages to 
outline his opinion that the Travel Office is a Republican operation: 
“Airline of Americas [UltrAir — the then current charter company] 
is a Republican-operated charter airline.” 

Mr. Martens seemed to view the White House Travel Office busi- 
ness as a political plum that now belonged to Clinton supporters: 

Once again, a company which made its choice and has 
represented that it did not support the Clinton presi- 
dential initiative continues to benefit from its special rela- 
tionship with Billy R. Dale and the White House Travel 
Services Department. 272 

6. Laying out the strategy to get the Travel Office business in a 

March 5, 1993 memorandum: dig up dirt on the current em- 
ployees and replace them with campaign cronies 

Even more significant was another version of this “Martens 
memo” that never saw the light of day prior to this investigation. 


267 Martens deposition, p. 52. 

268 Martens memo, WHMR, exhibit “G”. 

269 Id. 

270 Committee interview of Billy R. Dale, November 27, 1995. 

271 Committee interview of Robert Van Eimeren, July 26, 1995. 

272 Martens memo, WHMR, exhibit “G”. 
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Even the criminal investigation team in the Public Integrity Sec- 
tion of the Justice Department failed to obtain this document until 
brought to their attention by the committee. Like its predecessor, 
this March 5, 1993, memorandum further supports that TRM was 
seeking business in the Travel Office. Mr. Martens subsequently 
tried to explain it away by suggesting that it was merely a “memo 
to myself.” Mr. Thomason finally turned over this document under 
threat of a subpoena in December 1995. 

The March 5 memorandum from Martens to Thomason discussed 
Martens’ efforts to gather incriminating information on the Travel 
Office employees while promoting TRM’s plan to take over the 
Travel Office. In this version, Martens outlines the “solution” for 
the Travel Office: 

the Administration should disband the antiquated 
Transportation Department system in favor of the func- 
tions being outsourced to TRMZAir Advantage. 273 

Air Advantage was the same charter company used by TRM during 
the campaign. This is precisely what the events of May 1993, were 
designed to achieve. Similar to the May 13, 1993, fax discussed 
above that was sent to the White House, Thomason and Martens 
clearly envisioned “Penny [Penny Sample of Air Advantage] and I 
[Martens]” working at the White House. 

Perhaps no other document so clearly lays out the agenda behind 
the maligning of the Travel Office employees — dirty them up, move 
them out and move in TRM and Air Advantage. The explanation 
is all laid out in this long-withheld document. The cover memo to 
this March 5 “solution” memo indicates that Martens took the fol- 
lowing actions to investigate the Travel Office employees: 

• “contacted the DOT regarding the AOA [Airline of the Amer- 
icas/UltrAir] campaign violations” 

• “we are contacting a party Treasurer to determine if AOA’s 
owners made substantial Republican contributions” 

• “we are to receive a package from Miami Air today with ad- 
ditional information on their experience with the White House 

• “we are trying to obtain an on-the-record conversation with 
the ex-AOA employee.” 

Mr. Martens noted in his cover memo that he felt like “Mike Wal- 
lace on 60 minutes.” He informed Thomason that he would be send- 
ing additional information. 

Of course, Martens and Thomason have said that this memo, like 
the others meant nothing. 274 Mr. Martens testified that this was 
just a memo “to myself.” 275 They attempted to explain it away as 
just a big misunderstanding by people who write fabricated memos 
to themselves that inadvertently fall into the wrong hands. In spite 
of this, Thomason did pass this information on to others at the 
White House including, but not limited to, Watkins, Foster, Ken- 
nedy, Cornelius, Patsy Thomasson, and O’Connor over the next few 
months. 


273 Memorandum from Darnell Martens to Harry Thomason, March 5, 1993. 

274 See depositions of Martens and Thomason. 

275 Martens deposition, p. 74. 
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Notably, Harry Thomason made numerous phone calls to Mrs. 
Clinton’s press office, to Lindsey’s office, and to the Washington 
Post on March 5, 1993. 276 In the following days, the calls to Mrs. 
Clinton’s office continued. Thomason’s phone logs identify numer- 
ous contacts with Mrs. Clinton and her office throughout the week 
of May 10 through May 14, 1993. He called the private residence 
phone on both May 5 and May 6, 1993, and had a lengthy dinner 
in the residence on May 13, 1993. 

The paperwork for Thomason’s White House pass was completed 
on March 10, faxed to Mrs. Clinton’s press office on March 23, 
1993, stamped “RUSH ASAP.” 277 Mr. Thomason obtained a Tem- 
porary White House Office pass, not a Temporary White House vol- 
unteer pass as would have been appropriate had he been a volun- 
teer. 278 Since Harry Thomason’s White House Project did not begin 
until the end of April, why the “RUSH ASAP” to get his pass in 
March if not for tending to Travel Office affairs? 

The January 29 and March 5 Martens memoranda are consistent 
with the information Thomason passed on to White House officials. 
In order to get rid of the Travel Office employees, however, the 
“good story” that Thomason was hoping for needed a better plot- 
line. Simple patronage and steering contracts to rich friends never 
makes for a good story. 

“These guys are crooks,” Harry Thomason roared through the 
White House. “They are ripping us off’ he declared according to 
White House employee Jennifer O’Connor. 279 With these words, the 
lives of seven men changed forever. 

Mr. Thomason worked with Cornelius and Watkins on his vision 
of the new Travel Office. The May 13, 1993 fax to the White House 
clearly shows that the plan was set in action on May 12, 1993. This 
was the same date that Martens was at the White House, obtained 
his White House pass, assigned to report to Harry Thomason. On 
this same day, Cornelius called upon World Wide Travel Agency to 
send staff to Washington. By the time Watkins was assigned this 
agenda item, the outcome of the Travel Office had already been de- 
cided by higher ups. He only had to determine the means; the ends 
were set. Mr. Watkins only executed the directives from above. 

White House officials preposterously claimed that Thomason’s ef- 
forts in obtaining Travel Office business and Government contracts 
for TRM were unrelated. They clearly were contemporaneous and 
overlapping as part of a larger effort to benefit from “Washington 
opportunities” for TRM. Mr. Thomason sought to take full advan- 
tage of the access that Thomason enjoyed with President Clinton 
and Mrs. Clinton. 

Mr. Thomason’s business interests, “advice” and “staging” all 
complemented each other. The good story of the Travel Office 
clean-up was just another “image project” to get better press for 
President Clinton and business for TRM. In order to accelerate his 


276 The phone number called at the Washington Post was 334—7463. Thomason phone records, 
Thomason document production, Bates Stamp No. 876. 

277 This factual evidence is consistent with Watkins “soul cleansing” memo in which he states 
that “Management and Administration had no part in bringing Thomason into the White House 
. . . Contact with this Office on the subject consisted only of the First Lady’s Office calling to 
insist on immediate access for Thomason.” CGE 12291-12292. 

278 CGE 2933. 

279 WHMR interview notes of Jennifer O’Connor, June 11, 1993, CGEPR 0384. 
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plans, Thomason and Martens made what turned out to be totally 
baseless allegations against the Travel Office employees and 
UltrAir. Even the Justice Department found no basis for kickbacks 
or bribery allegations. 

In contrast, the Justice Department did dismiss the criminal 
charges against Thomason and Martens after a tortured reading of 
the documents. 280 Moreover, it took considerable gullibility to buy 
into the “we lied to our memos” theory Martens presented concern- 
ing his memos. Given that DOJ’s Public Integrity Division never 
sought these documents until after this committee obtained them, 
the actions of Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens deserve addi- 
tional scrutiny by the Independent Counsel. The committee has 
compiled a far more extensive record of documentation that ad- 
dresses a wider array of issues pertaining to Harry Thomason and 
Darnell Martens. 

B. CATHERINE CORNELIUS PURSUED HER INTEREST IN TAKING OVER 

THE TRAVEL OFFICE FROM THE VERY FIRST DAYS OF THE TRANSI- 
TION AND INTO THE EARLY DAYS OF THE ADMINISTRATION, PROPOS- 
ING HERSELF AS CO-DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE 

The firings were long a glimmer in the eye of Catherine 
Cornelius, who wanted to run the Travel Office herself. Ms. 
Cornelius had a relationship with Eller, who also pushed for the 
firings as early as December 1992 when he told reporters there 
may be changes in the office. During the campaign, Cornelius han- 
dled travel matters along with World Wide Travel and wanted to 
continue that role when she joined the White House. 

During the transition, Cornelius met with Betta Carney and 
Steve Davison of World Wide Travel and made suggestions to Wat- 
kins for reorganizing the Travel Office. On December 2, 1992, Betta 
Carney wrote a letter to Cornelius expressing interest in the White 
House Travel Office business. 281 

In late December, Cornelius began to prepare several memos de- 
tailing her plan to take over the Travel Office. On December 31, 
1992, she sent a memorandum to Watkins and Barbara Yates 282 
outlining the functions of the White House Travel Office. Cornelius 
claimed in her memo that the Clinton-Gore administration “has a 
unique and unprecedented opportunity to establish a comprehen- 
sive Travel Management Program for the White House.” 283 In her 
summary conclusions, Cornelius outlines the advantages to her 
plan which include the elimination of five staff positions from the 
payroll, replacing those positions with those of an “out sourced 
agency.” 284 

A follow-up memo to Watkins expands on the existing structure 
of the office. 285 On the first day of the new administration, people 


280 See memorandum from Lee Radek to Stuart Goldberg, January 11, 1996, “Subject:” Rec- 
ommendation to Decline: Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens. AX 500000-500023. 

281 CGE 7918. 

282 Ms. Yates worked as a financial consultant at Baird, Kurtz, and Dobson, the financial con- 
sulting firm for the Clinton-Gore Campaign. 

283 Memorandum from Cornelius to Watkins and Yates, December 31, 1992, Watkins docu- 
ment production, Bates Stamp No. JML 2551. 

284 Id. 

285 Memorandum from Cornelius to Watkins, January 26, 1993, Watkins document production, 
Bates Stamp No. JML 2558. 



62 


began calling the Travel Office asking for Cornelius, “the new head 
of the White House Travel Office.” 286 Catherine Cornelius herself 
says she was open about her ambition to run the Travel Office. 

Ms. Cornelius took the job at the White House with Watkins 
with the promise of a better position with a better salary. Ms. 
Cornelius hoped that position to be the co-director of the Travel Of- 
fice. Her desire to be the co-director had been made clear to Wat- 
kins in her February 15, 1993 memo designating herself in that po- 
sition. 287 It was particularly inappropriate for Cornelius to pursue 
an investigation of an office in which she hoped to assume the posi- 
tion of director. Yet that is exactly what happened. Despite her ap- 
parent conflict of interest, Kennedy put her in front of the FBI 
agents to describe a basis for a criminal investigation of the Travel 
Office employees. 

After several months in Watkins’ office, Cornelius was moved 
over to the Travel Office in early April 1993. She was officially 
tasked to handle the staff travel for White House employees includ- 
ing Health Care Task Force travel arrangements. 

On April 16, 1993, Harry Thomason called Watkins to discuss a 
number of items including the Travel Office. 288 Mr. Watkins’ notes 
of this conversation refer to the Travel Office and “charter press 
... be taking kick-backs . . . ask for 5% kickbacks.” 289 The White 
House Management Review remarked that Thomason phoned Wat- 
kins in April to pass on “allegations about corruption in the Travel 
Office.” 290 

Mr. Watkins’ notes of April 16, 1993, also reference a conversa- 
tion Thomason had with Bruce Lindsey. Mr. Thomason’s phone 
records show a call from Thomason’s Hollywood studio to Lindsey 
the day before. 

Two days later, Watkins called Cornelius into his office to tell 
that there may be some wrongdoing in the Travel Office. Cornelius 
told DOJ Public Integrity investigators in 1993, and the committee 
in 1996, that Watkins read from a notebook as he described the al- 
legations against the Travel Office employees: “Those guy are a 
bunch of crooks. They have been on the take for years.” 291 

Ms. Cornelius had not observed any wrongdoing at this point, 
however, once the thought was planted in her mind, she started to 
watch over the Travel Office employees with a new perspective. 292 
Mr. Watkins told her to keep her “eyes and ears open.” 293 

Ms. Cornelius began copying receipts and records from the Trav- 
el Office and removing documents to review. One evening in April, 
she carried documents to Watkins office for his review. 294 In the 


286 Testimony of John McSweeney before the Committee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight, January 24, 1996. 

287 See WHMR, exhibit F. 

288 Watkins contemporaneous notes of April 16, 1993, CGE 29184. These notes also reflect a 
discussion with Thomason about the Secret Service. A Secret Service agent named Bob Coy is 
reflected in the notes as well as some references to agents talking to Bob Woodward and a ref- 
erence to someone named “George Stewart.” The committee has learned that George Stewart 
is a private investigator from the Little Rock, AR area. It was reported that he was contracted 
by the White House early in the administration to do undisclosed investigative work. 

289 Handwritten notes of David Watkins, CGE 029184. 

290 WHMR, p. 6. 

291 Public integrity 302 interview of Cornelius, September 19, 1994; Cornelius deposition, p. 
70. 

292 Ms. Cornelius was a 24-year-old, recent college graduate working in her first job. 

293 Cornelius deposition, p. 70. 

294 Public Integrity 302 interview of Catherine Cornelius, June 9, 1993. 
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process of copying and removing documents, Cornelius jammed a 
check in the copier which was later found by one of the Travel Of- 
fice employees. Cornelius also took documents home with her, a 
fact known by Watkins and later by Kennedy and Foster. No one 
raised any concerns about her removal of these Presidential 
records. 295 

In the course of her time in the Travel Office, Cornelius reported 
to Watkins that she thought the Travel Office employees lived be- 
yond their means. Cornelius offered examples of this high-lifestyle 
to include vacation time in Europe, ownership of a race horse and 
Billy Dale’s lake home in Virginia. 296 

When Harry Thomason arrived in Washington on May 10, 1993, 
Cornelius met with him and the two swapped stories about what 
they thought would merit “a good story” about the Travel Office 
employees. Mr. Thomason told Cornelius of his allegations that the 
employees were seeking “kickbacks” from Miami Air. The commit- 
tee now has evidence that Thomason repeated these allegations to 
Mrs. Clinton, Foster, Kennedy, Lindsey, Patsy Thomasson and nu- 
merous others at the White House. 297 

By May 12, 1993, Thomason and Martens planned to bring 
Penny Sample of Air Advantage into the White House and the 
firings were on the way. The recommendations set forth in the 
TRM memos and in Catherine Cornelius’ memos came to fruition 
throughout the rest of the month. 298 

C. DARNELL MARTENS GIVES THE NOD TO HIS CAMPAIGN BENEFACTOR 
PENNY SAMPLE OF AIR ADVANTAGE 

Air Advantage, whose president was Penny Sample, served as 
the Clinton-Gore campaign’s charter broker. Mr. Martens knew her 
through the billing and consulting work that he did with Air Ad- 
vantage during the campaign. Mr. Martens testified that after the 
election he wanted to assist or refer Air Advantage and other cam- 
paign charter carriers in obtaining White House press charter busi- 
ness. Even Martens recognized the goodwill, if not financial bene- 
fits, that would flow from his help to provide these companies with 
White House access. 

In a May 23, 1993, Los Angeles Times article, Harry Thomason 
claimed that “Darnell Martens had contacted White House Travel 
Office Director Dale in February to find out how nine airline char- 
ter companies that supplied planes for the Clinton campaign could 
bid for the White House business.” 299 

Mr. Martens enlisted Sample’s assistance to provide information 
on the background of the White House Travel Office and the char- 
ter airline they used. Ms. Sample began gathering information for 
Martens’ memorandum. She called Airline of the Americas and re- 


295 The White House Records Management employees became very concerned after the firings 
when they learned there was no control over the documents, and that Cornelius had asked for 
boxes. Lee Johnson, the Deputy Director of Records Management, wrote a memo to Staff Sec- 
retary John Podesta on May 21, 1993 expressing concern over the handling of White House 
Travel Office records. CGE 7763. 

296 Mr. Dale’s lake home held a mortgage of less than $100,000. Mr. Dale had lived in his 
home in Maryland for over 30 years and his mortgage was paid. 

297 This evidence is derived from their testimony as well as Foster’s Travel Office notebook. 

298 See supra discussion of May 10-May 27, 1993. 

299 David Lauter and John M. Broder, Clinton Friend Defends Role in Travel Flap, Los Ange- 
les Times, May 23, 1993. 
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ported back to Martens the number of airplanes and where they 
were located. 300 She provided background information on the White 
House Travel Office’s contractual arrangements with Pan Am and 
Airline of the Americas for press travel charters. 301 Mr. Martens 
testified that Penny Sample “knows a lot about everybody.” He 
added “that’s her job.” 302 In return for her undercover work, 
Martens called Sample to come to the White House to take over the 
charter business after the firings. 

D. ARKANSAS TRAVEL AGENCY WORLD WIDE TRAVEL PROVIDED SERV- 
ICES DURING THE CAMPAIGN, OBTAINED THE DNC CONTRACT IN NO- 
VEMBER 1992, AND SOUGHT WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE BUSINESS 

World Wide Travel played a critical role in the 1992 Clinton 
Presidential campaign. In particular, the Washington Times re- 
ported that Watkins credited World Wide with: 

setting up cash management practices that obtained ad- 
vance payments from traveling journalists. This freed cam- 
paign money for advertising in such key states as Michi- 
gan and Illinois. 

Mr. Watkins stated that World Wide’s billing arrangement with the 
Clinton campaign, “allowed us to win key primaries, to have money 
that otherwise would be tied up in accounts receivable to put in ad- 
vertising.” 303 Travel Weekly explained that: 

This was achieved by requiring them to pay by credit 
card whereby the agency issues ghost American Express 
cards to those travelers who, for whatever reason, do not 
carry plastic. Representatives of the press and the Secret 
Service also were required to sign a manifest each time 
they boarded a plane chartered by the campaign. The 
agency billed immediately and collected payment within 48 
hours. . . . Because of the quick turn around, the Clinton 
campaign was then able to spend the freed-up funds on ad- 
vertising efforts in key primary states, such as Michigan 
and Illinois. 304 

Ironically, World Wide’s aggressive billing led the White House 
press corps to challenge Stephanopoulos’ May 20, 1993, contention 
that World Wide would save the press corps money: 

George, speaking of sloppy record-keeping, I don’t know 
anyone on the campaign plane who ever got a detailed ac- 
counting of the charges. I think most of us just got a 
charge on our American Express bill saying, ‘signature on 
file,’ and had to then call up and hound World Wide Travel 
to get some sort of detailed bill. I mean, did you look into 
their accounting procedures at all before you selected them 
as an interim travel agency? 305 


300 Martens deposition, p. 73. 

301 Id., p. 68. 

302 Martens deposition, p. 73. 

303 “Travel agency in loop; Helped Clinton before election,” by Frank J. Murray, the Washing- 
ton Times, May 21, 1993. 

304 “Clinton Camp Credits Agency for Governor’s Primary Wins,” by Fran Golden, Travel 
Weekly, September 10, 1992. 

305 White House press conference, May 20, 1993. 
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Ms. Cornelius called World Wide Travel to come to Washington 
on May 12, 1993, asking them to be prepared to come to the White 
House at any time. On May 19, 1993, after being fired by Watkins, 
the Travel Office employees returned to their office to find at their 
desks World Wide Travel agents. 

World Wide soon realized that Cornelius had not arranged the 
“emergency contract” authorizing them to be in the White House. 
Nor was the bad press following the firings doing anything for its 
reputation. After 2 days in the White House, on Friday, May 19, 
Steve Davison told Watkins that World Wide was leaving. 306 They 
finally agreed to remain through the day and leave the following 
Monday when American Express was brought in to assume the du- 
ties of the fired Travel Office employees. 

When the “plan began to unravel,” Watkins, Thomasson, and 
Foucart begged World Wide Travel to stay. Special Assistant to the 
President Patsy Thomasson told World Wide “we’ll give you any- 
thing you want.” 307 World Wide Travel later told White House in- 
vestigators that “what I needed was the seven people.” 308 However, 
the fired Travel Office employees were carted out of the White 
House in a windowless van. The White House press offensive to 
discredit them was well underway. 

Mr. Davison explained to investigators that “no one gave any 
forethought as to what would happen when the seven [Travel Of- 
fice employees] left.” World Wide Travel said that “we felt betrayed 
beyond belief.” 309 World Wide Travel left the White House within 
2 days of their arrival. 


E. CONCLUSION 

Harry Thomason, assisted by Mrs. Clinton was at the center of 
events leading to the firings of the Travel Office employees. Early 
on in the administration, Thomason had told Mrs. Clinton and the 
President about the alleged problems, and by May his rumors of 
wrongdoing had spread. 

The White House consistently maintained that the firings of the 
Travel Office employees were due to mismanagement evidenced by 
a Peat Marwick audit. There was no audit. The firings were initi- 
ated long before Peat Marwick was called, and before anyone in the 
Clinton administration met the Travel Office employees. Further- 
more, as the GAO report noted, if there was mismanagement in the 
Travel Office, it was the responsibility of David Watkins and Patsy 
Thomasson to handle. 310 GAO found serious management defi- 
ciencies in the way Watkins and Thomasson managed the Travel 
Office, and in the course of their GAO interviews, it became appar- 
ent that they had little working knowledge of basic Government 
management regulations. 311 


306 WHMR interview of Steve Davison, CGEPR 174. 

307 Id. 

308 Id. Mr. Davison had worked with Watkins and Cornelius during the campaign and thought 
Watkins had placed her in the Travel Office “because he wanted to get rid of her.” He told inves- 
tigators that Cornelius “portrayed herself as bosom buddy of BC [Bill Clinton],” but that she 
“didn’t have a clue” as to running a travel operation. WHMR interview notes of Steve Davison, 
June 5, 1996, CGE 0174-0203. 

309 CGEPR 200. 

310 See GAO Report on the White House Travel Office Operations, May 2, 1994. 

311 David Watkins GAO interview, December 9, 1993. 
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The firings were discussed in December 1992, a full month before 
the new administration took office. Mr. Eller told the press in De- 
cember 1992, that there might be changes in the Travel Office. The 
firings were decided upon in order to advance the personal agendas 
of Presidential friends and family, long before any wrongdoing or 
mismanagement was alleged. It is clear from the volume of docu- 
ments and testimony that the committee has obtained that the de- 
cision to fire the employees was made first — in order to push the 
interests of Clinton friends and family — and the rationale came 
later. 

V. Harry Thomason Pursued Opportunities in Government 
Contracts Through his Relationship With the President 
Which Would Have Resulted in a Financial Benefit to him 
and his Company 

While Harry Thomason was spreading rumors of wrongdoing in 
the Travel Office, he and Martens were seeking other Government 
business, including a quarter of a million dollar Government con- 
tract. The January 29, 1993, memo discussed above was a laundry 
list of “Washington opportunities” for TRM. 312 One of the “opportu- 
nities” Martens sought for his and Thomason’s company was a con- 
sulting project to review “the operational and fiscal soundness of all 
federal non-military aircraft.” 

On February 10, 1993, Martens was surprised to hear President 
Clinton discuss the idea on television because he had not yet had 
a chance to formally put something together on the topic: 

Question. Okay. In the memo, you talk about the fact 
that the President had stated in a Cabinet meeting that 
his staff had informed him that there were savings to be 
had in the review of government aircraft. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you actually see that on CNN? 

Answer. Yeah. I was in a hotel room getting dressed in 
the morning and saw it. 

Question. Did Harry give you any information or did you 
receive any information that the President was going to 
bring up basically your project in a Cabinet meeting? 

Answer. No, because it’s — I was amazed. In fact, I was 
stunned. That’s why I put it in here. Because it’s oppo- 
site — I hadn’t put it in a memo yet, and to my knowledge 
Harry hadn’t been back to see him so — because that was 
the purpose of putting this memo together, so Harry would 
understand what I was talking about, and then he said he 
would mention it to him if he had a chance. 313 

Mr. Martens put together the February 11, 1993, memo. While 
Thomason has portrayed this as something Martens was pushing, 
it was Thomason who had the access to brief the President. In the 
February 11 memo, Martens said, “Put me in front of the right per- 


312 Memo from Darnell Martens to Harry Thomason, January 29, 1993, Re: TRM Action 
Memo. 

313 Martens deposition, pp. 87—88. 
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son at the White House and I will prove the value of both the 
project and Thomason’s capabilities.” 314 

Mr. Martens explained: 

We’ve demonstrated our capabilities to the President by 
coordinating all aircraft activities for the Clinton For 
President Committee, the Clinton/Gore ’92 Committee and 
the Clinton/Gore Transition Team. . . . Harry, I can state 
without qualification that TRM is uniquely qualified to 
conduct this study. 

Again, Martens viewed these contracts, as he had the Travel Office 
business, as a reward for good service to the Clinton-Gore cam- 
paign. There are no written documents from Thomason disabusing 
him of that notion and certainly Thomason’s actions on behalf of 
TRM kept Martens encouraged. 

The February 11 memo was forwarded to McLarty, Gearan and 
Watkins, with a note indicating that the President had reviewed 
the material and forwarded it to them for “Action.” Written on the 
memo was a note for McLarty from the President: “Mack — These 
guys are sharp — shd [should] discuss w/Panetta/Lader.” Staff Sec- 
retary Podesta could provide no information as to what “Action” 
the President intended be taken on this memo. 

Mr. Podesta first became aware of the memo when it showed up 
in the President’s “out box.” 315 As Staff Secretary, Podesta was re- 
sponsible for the daily flow of paperwork in and out of President 
Clinton’s office. Mr. Podesta had never seen the February 11 memo 
go into the President’s office but he did see it coming out. 316 Mr. 
Thomason spent the night in the White House residence on Feb- 
ruary 16, 1993, and even bowled that evening with the President. 
While Thomason distinctly remembers beating the President at 
bowling that evening, he has “no recollection” of giving the Presi- 
dent the February 11, memo soliciting the GSA contract for his 
company TRM. 317 Since Martens later refers to this in an April 
memo and mentions that Thomason discussed it with the Presi- 
dent, it is clear Thomason did give the President the memo. 318 

On March 12, 1993, Martens sent Thomason another memo 
about the proposed Federal aircraft study and refers to a discussion 
Thomason had with the President about the February 11, 1993 
memo: “Based on your discussion with President Clinton of my 2/ 
11/93 memo, I began the process of obtaining specific informa- 
tion.” 319 This memo provides an overview of the proposed project. 

By April 1993, Thomason had put Martens in touch with Bruce 
Lindsey who took care of aviation matters in the White House, 320 
although his official position at that time was head of Presidential 
personnel. On April 6, 1993 Martens faxed Lindsey his February 


314 Confidential memo to Harry Thomason from Darnell Martens, Re: White House Inventory 
of the Federal Aircraft Fleet, CGE 2223. 

315 Podesta deposition, p. 54. 

316 Podesta deposition, p. 54. 

317 Thomason deposition, pp. 118, 122. 

318 Darnell Martens sends Bruce Lindsey a cover note on April 6, 1993 forwarding his Feb- 
ruary 11, 1993 memo describing it as a memo “which was presented and discussed with the 
President in mid-February.” CGE 002227. 

319 Intercompany memorandum from Darnell Martens, president to Harry Thomason, chair- 
man, Re: Federal Aircraft Management Information System (FAMIS), on TRM, Inc. stationery, 
March 12, 1993, CGE 002224. 

320 Lindsey deposition, p. 30. 
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11 memo, detailing a “follow-up memo to Harry’s meeting with the 
President.” The memo discussed the cooperation of ICAP [Inter- 
agency Committee on Aviation Policy] and a work summary esti- 
mating a 1-year timeframe for the project and the estimated costs. 
The cover letter again noted TRM’s “loyalty to the Administra- 
tion.” 321 

The following day Martens met with Lindsey to discuss the 
project. He sent Lindsey a follow-up memo on April 12, 1993 “rec- 
ommending that the Office of the President initiate an operational 
and financial audit of all non-military Federal aircraft.” He wanted 
to do this by working with ICAP and GSA participation, but it was 
clear that the project was to be White House based. Martens rec- 
ommended an Executive order to get the project moving. 

By April 26, 1993, Martens sent a note to Lindsey to see if any 
action had been taken and reminded Lindsey that Thomason would 
be in the White House that coming Friday and Saturday. He want- 
ed to see if Thomason could follow up with Lindsey at that time. 
Martens sent Lindsey another summary of the proposed audit on 
April 29, 1993. 

Lindsey claims that throughout this time, he had no idea that 
TRM had any connection with Thomason. 322 This is not credible 
given that the meetings were initiated by Thomason and that some 
of the memos sent to Lindsey had a letterhead which read, “Harry 
Thomason & Associates.” 

Clearly, as with the Travel Office business TRM sought, 
Thomason and Martens were capitalizing on Thomason’s access to 
the White House. The GSA/ICAP contract was being designed so 
that Martens could officially work at the White House, thus ex- 
plaining why he was issued a pass on May 12, 1993, upon arriving 
at the White House. While at the White House, Martens would also 
be able to provide assistance as needed in the new Travel Office. 
Mr. Thomason had already begun work on various projects at the 
White House. These included projects such as how to use excess 
Presidential inaugural funds for paying extra White House staff, 
and the staff cuts issue in addition to his “staging” duties at the 
White House. 

Mr. Thomason had a financial interest in White House business. 
Despite his protestations that he was too rich to care about any of 
this business, he was maximizing his connections to keep his fledg- 
ling aircraft lousiness and Martens afloat. It is significant that Po- 
desta was aware of Thomason’s efforts from the first day he was 
tasked with the Management Review. Despite the fact that the re- 
view addressed “conflicts” and “appearances of impropriety,” the 
White House totally ignored Mr. Thomason’s conflicts. 

Furthermore, this project was not eliminated once the Travel Of- 
fice firings occurred. It was not until sometime in August 1993, 
that then-Deputy Chief of Staff Roy Neel wrote current Chief of 
Staff and then-OMB Chief Leon Panetta a memo saying that no ac- 
tion should be taken on the project. 323 By this time, the Justice De- 
partment’s criminal investigation on Harry Thomason’s possible 
conflicts of interest was underway and no doubt, a second conflict 
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had to be put to bed. Was Foster aware about this second looming 
conflict? 

VI. Employment Status of Selected Advisors to the 
President 

One of the Federal personnel regulations to which every White 
House is expected to comply is the “Special Government Employee 
laws.” 324 The committee’s investigation has revealed a general lack 
of attention that all executive branch agencies in the Clinton ad- 
ministration paid to the status of their advisors and volunteers. 
This is especially true of a White House which President Clinton 
pledged would be the most ethical ever. 

A. SPECIAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE DEFINED 

The United States Code defines a special Government employee 
(SGE) as a person who is “. . . retained, designated, appointed, or 
employed to perform, with or without compensation, for not to ex- 
ceed 130 days during any period of 365 consecutive days. . . ,” 325 
If the period of employment exceeds 130 days during any period of 
365 consecutive days, that individual should be considered a regu- 
lar Government employee, with or without compensation. 

The law is clear that a person who performs work as a Federal 
employee cannot evade the conflicts laws simply by avoiding formal 
appointment to office. 326 Thus, a consultant or advisor who is not 
a regular Government employee may be a special Government em- 
ployee for purposes of the conflicts of interest laws. 

While regular and special Government employees are treated the 
same under the conflict-of-interest requirements of Title 18 U.S. 
Code Sections 204, 207, 208, and 209, they are treated differently 
in the conflict-of-interest provisions included in Sections 203 and 
205. 327 Section 216 of Title 18 sets out the criminal penalties for 
willful and non-willful violations of 18 U.S.C. Sections 203, 204, 
205, 207, 208, or 209. Section 216 also provides the Attorney Gen- 
eral with the option to bring a civil action for damages or seek an 
injunction against a person who engages in conduct constituting of- 
fenses under the conflict-of-interest provisions. 

Section 211 of Title 18 prohibits any SGE from improper use of 
title or position. This prohibits the use of a SGE’s influence in re- 
turn for money or any thing of value. Government employees also 
must comply with the Standards of Conduct regulations for all ex- 
ecutive branch employees including regulation of gifts, disclosure of 


324 The category of a “special Government employee” was established by P.L. 97-849 (1962), 
to facilitate recruiting persons with specialized knowledge and skills to serve Government with- 
out applying the full range of conflict of interest laws that apply to regular Government employ- 
ees. See, S. Rept. No. 2213, 87th Cong., 2d Sess. (1962), reprinted at 1962 U.S. Code Cong. & 
Ad. News 3852-3853. 

325 18 U.S.C. 202(a). 

326 White House ethics counsel came to this conclusion when reviewing the activities of Harry 
Thomason. See CGE 43349. 

327 As will be discussed later, these sections restrict regular Government employees from rep- 
resenting anyone except the Government before a court or Government agency in a particular 
matter in which the United States is a party. However, this only applies in relation to a covered 
matter involving a specific party or parties in which the Government employees at anytime have 
participated personally and substantially for the Government, or which is pending in the depart- 
ment or agency in which the special Government employees are serving. The restriction on rep- 
resentation on any pending matter does not apply to special Government employees who have 
served in a department or agency for not more than 60 days of the last 365 consecutive days. 
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non-public information, use of official property for unofficial pur- 
poses, and outside activity that conflicts with Government duties. 

B. AN INDIVIDUAL MAY UNDERTAKE CERTAIN ACTIVITIES THAT QUAL- 
IFY FOR A SPECIAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE STATUS WITHOUT FOR- 
MAL APPOINTMENT 

The Justice Department’s Office of Legal Counsel issued an opin- 
ion concerning the status of advisors to the President and whether 
their act of providing advice to the President qualifies them as a 
SGE is found in an opinion of the Justice Department’s Office of 
Legal Counsel. 328 The Office of Legal Counsel found that although 
“the term ‘employee’ is not defined in the conflict-of-interest laws, 
it was no doubt intended to contemplate an employer-employee re- 
lationship as that term is understood in other areas of the law.” 
Beyond the definition of SGE, discussed above, Title 5 of the 
United States Code identifies several criteria to determine whether 
a person is an “officer” or “employee” of the United States. 329 As 
a matter of first principles, an individual obviously is an officer or 
employee if “properly appointed.” The first SGE requirement, how- 
ever, only requires that the individual be “retained, designated, ap- 
pointed, or employed.” There are two other criteria whereby an in- 
dividual may become an officer or employee, when that individual 
has not been formally appointed. If the person: 

— is engaged in the performance of a Federal function under 
authority of law; and 

— is subject to the supervision of a Federal officer or em- 
ployee. 

The Office of Legal Counsel, and supporting materials prepared 
by the Office of Government Ethics, stress that any determinations 
of an individual as a SGE must be performed on a case-by-case 
basis. A leading commentator on the subject, cited in the OLC opin- 
ion, is Professor Bayless Manning. He suggests several questions to 
be posed if the individual does not have a formal designation. He 
writes: 

Is the person’s advice solicited frequently? Is it sought 
by one official, who may be a personal friend, or imperson- 
ally by a number of persons in a government agency that 
needs expert counsel? Do meetings take place during office 
hours? Are they conducted in the government office, and 
does, perhaps, the adviser maintain a desk or working ma- 
terials in government facilities? 330 

It may be helpful to provide a few examples of when individuals 
are or are not considered SGEs based on the assistance they pro- 
vide to the Federal Government. 

Example 1: A question has arisen as to whether Mr. A 
should be regarded as an SGE for purposes of the Federal con- 
flict-of-interest laws. Generally, Mr. A advises the President al- 
most daily, principally on an informal basis. This essentially 


328 “Conflict of Interest-Status of an Informal Presidential Advisor as a ‘Special Government 
Employee’”, 1977 OLC Lexis 9; 1 Op. O.L.C. 20, February 24, 1977. See also, OGE Op. 82x22. 

329 5 U.S.C. Sections 2104, 2105. 

330 See Bayless Manning, Federal Conflict of Interest Law, pp. 29-30 (1964). 
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personal relationship would not in itself result in Mr. A’s being 
a SGE. 

Example 2: Mr. A, from the example above, departs from his 
usual role of an informal adviser to the President in connection 
with his recent work on a current social issue. Mr. A has called 
and chaired a number of meetings that were attended by em- 
ployees of various agencies, in relation to this work, and he has 
assumed considerable responsibility for coordinating the ad- 
ministration’s activities in that particular area. Mr. A clearly 
is engaging in a governmental function when he performs 
these duties, and he presumably is working under the direction 
or supervision of the President. For this reason, Mr. A should 
be designated an SGE for purposes of this work. 331 

Example 3: An expert in policy analysis was used as a con- 
sultant by staff of the Office of Management and Budget. Al- 
though he took no oath of office, had no tenure and received 
no salary, he is still an SGE due to the nature of his relation- 
ship with individual members of the OMB staff. 332 

Example 4: The First Lady of the United States is not an 
SGE however frequently she might advise the President or 
make policy recommendations. 

C. TREATMENT OF SGES IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

Once a person is deemed to be an SGE, he is subject to the crimi- 
nal conflict of interest provisions included in Title 18 of the United 
States Code and must file periodic financial disclosure forms as 
well. 

The term “special Government employee,” as defined in Section 
202(a), is used in sections 203, 205, 207, 208, and 209 of Title 18. 
A January 28, 1963, memorandum from the Attorney General high- 
lighted the similarities and differences among conflict-of-interest 
statute applications to regular and special Government employees 
under these statutes. 333 Special and regular Government employ- 
ees are treated similarly in sections 207 and 208 of Title 18 of the 
U.S. Code. 

Section 205 prohibits a Federal employee from personally rep- 
resenting another before a Federal agency, with or without com- 
pensation. Specifically, Section 205 prohibits a Federal employee 
from acting as “agent or attorney” for anyone before any Federal 
agency in connection with any particular matter in which the Unit- 
ed States is a party or has a direct and substantial interest. 

Section 207(a) restricts employees after leaving Government 
service from representing anyone other than the Government in 
connection with a particular matter: 

(1) in which the Government is a party or has an interest, 

(2) in which he or she participated personally and substan- 
tially, and 


331 See 1977 (Counsel-Inf. Op.) 1 Op.O.L.C. 20. 

332 See United States v. Mississippi Valley Generating Co., 364 U.S. 520, 552 (1961). 

333 See 18 U.S.C. Sec. 201 nt., for a reprint of this memorandum. 
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(3) which involved a specific party or specific parties at the 
time of the participation. 334 

Section 207(c) places a 1 year restriction on senior level officers 
and employees from representing anyone other than the United 
States before his or her former department or agency after termi- 
nating Federal employment. This restriction does not apply to 
SGEs who serve less than 60 days in a 1-year period before termi- 
nating their employment. 335 

Section 207(d) applied the 1-year restriction discussed in 207(c) 
to “very senior” personnel, i.e., the Vice President, officials at Exec- 
utive Schedule levels I and II, and certain persons on Presidential 
and Vice Presidential staffs. Unlike those covered by subsection (c), 
officials covered by subsection (d) also may not undertake any rep- 
resentation before any Executive Schedule levels I through V per- 
son in any executive branch department or agency. 

Section 207(f) restricts any person subject to restrictions in sub- 
sections (c), (d), or (e), from representing a foreign entity before any 
department or agency or aiding or advising a foreign entity with 
the intent to influence a Federal Government decision within 1 
year after terminating employment. 

Section 208 permanently restricts both special and regular Gov- 
ernment employees, unless exempted, from participating personally 
and substantially in a governmental capacity in which they, their 
spouses, minor children, general partners, organization in which 
they serve as a director, trustee, general partner or employee, or 
any person or organization with whom they are negotiating or have 
an arrangement concerning prospective employment, have a finan- 
cial interest. A person may act in a governmental capacity through 
such things as decision, approval, disapproval, recommendation, 
rendering advice, investigation, or otherwise, in a judicial or other 
proceeding application for request for ruling or other determina- 
tion, contract, claim, controversy, charge or accusation. 

Exceptions may be granted in a number of circumstances. For ex- 
ample, an officer or employee may avoid this restriction if he or she 
first advises the appointing official of the nature and circumstances 
of the proceeding or other governmental action, and makes full dis- 
closure of the financial interest and receives in advance a written 
determination by the appointing official that the interest is not so 
substantial as to affect the integrity of the services of the officer 
or employee. 

1. Michael S. Berman’s activities at the Clinton White House 

In many ways, the experience of Michael S. Berman is represent- 
ative of the manner in which the Clinton administration views its 
obligations under Federal personnel laws. According to his deposi- 
tion before the committee, Mr. Berman was adjudicated to be a 
special Government employee by the Department of Justice when 


334 In section 207, the term “participated” means an action taken as an officer or employee 
through decision, approval, disapproval, recommendation, rending of advice, investigation, or 
other action. 

335 At the request of an agency, the Director of the Office of Government Ethics may waive 
this prohibition if the Director determines that imposing it would create an undue hardship in 
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he volunteered to assist in the Senate confirmation of Webster 
Hubbell. 

Mr. Berman testified that the “appropriate ethics office” at the 
Department of Justice determined that to perform these duties, Mr. 
Berman would have to be classified as an SGE and comply with all 
of the conflicts of interest laws when it came to representing his 
clients before the Justice Department. Mr. Berman complied , 336 
and while he did not file a financial disclosure statement, he did 
understand that: 

There was a requirement that I could not do any busi- 
ness at the Department during the period of time, and I 
didn’t do any . 337 

This attention to Federal law by the Clinton administration 
ended when Mr. Berman left the Department of Justice and be- 
came a volunteer at the White House. Again, according to his testi- 
mony before this committee: 

Question. Was there any prohibition placed on you doing 
work at the White House while you were at the Depart- 
ment of Justice? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Similarly, was there any prohibition placed on 
your company generally at the White House? 

Answer. No. 

Question. During the period that you had the — were on 
the access list, did you fill out any disclosure forms or 
similar forms? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And was there any prohibition on you doing 
other activities at the White House while you were on the 
access list? 

Answer. No . 338 

While Berman was at the White House to assist in the Supreme 
Court nomination of Ruth Bader Ginsberg and advise on the Sen- 
ate confirmation of Webster Hubbell, he also provided advice to nu- 
merous Clinton senior staff. It appears that he was performing 
many of the same duties at the White House as he had performed 
at the Department of Justice. This includes attending meetings, of- 
fering advise on management practices, drafting memos, issuing re- 
ports, etc. Naturally, he still was functioning as a special Govern- 
ment employee. The committee found no evidence that the Clinton 
White House, unlike the Department of Justice, ever bothered to 
inquire or evaluate his status. 

During Mr. Berman’s deposition, he was asked: 

Question. Did anyone at the White House ever discuss 
with you special government employee issues or status of 
special government employees at the White House? 

Answer. No . 339 


336 Deposition of Michael Berman, p. 11. 
337 Id., p. 17. 

333 Id., pp. 17-18. 

339 Id., p. 55. 
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This lack of attention to statutory requirements is very troubling 
when repeated instances of such ethical lapses are uncovered. This 
issue is of particular importance because Mr. Berman admits to 
representing outside clients during his work at the White House. 
Mr. Berman testified to his numerous telephone calls to Bruce 
Lindsey concerning certain airline industry clients that he was rep- 
resenting. 340 He testified: 

Answer. The White House has a role in deciding, along 
with DOT — I represent United Airlines — as to whether or 
not United Airlines will fly from Chicago to Heathrow, or 
American Airlines will fly from Chicago to Heathrow. And 
if there were a series of calls — some of them may well have 
been social, but my guess is that — and I don’t know specifi- 
cally, but there were some cases in ’95, and Bruce 
[Lindsey] is one of the people in the White House that one 
contacts if you are interested in aviation issues. That was 
part of his portfolio. 

Question. So this call would have been made in your ca- 
pacity as part of the Duberstein Group? 

Answer. Yes. 341 

Such representation of a private interest while also an employee 
of the Federal Government appears to collide with the restriction 
contained in Section 205, discussed above, which prohibits a Fed- 
eral employee from acting as “agent or attorney” for anyone before 
any Federal agency in connection with any particular matter in 
which the United States is a party or has a direct and substantial 
interest. Obviously, if Berman was a special Government employee 
while in the White House, a review of his activities in relation to 
all of the conflicts of interest and standards of conduct regulations 
needs to be undertaken. 

2. Activities of Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens 

Harry Thomason is a Hollywood television producer and personal 
friend of the President and First Lady. He was involved in a vari- 
ety of aspects of the Clinton/Gore campaign from the primary sea- 
son through the November 3, 1992 election. 342 After raising large 
amounts of money for the Clinton campaign, Mr. Thomason flew in 
from California to assist Mr. Clinton in the pivotal New Hampshire 
primary and produced the “Man from Hope” video for the 1992 
Democratic Convention, among other things. Mozark Productions, 
the Hollywood production company owned by Harry Thomason and 
his wife, Linda Bloodworth-Thomason, became known as the 1992 
Clinton campaign’s “second campaign headquarters” as a result of 
all the activities undertaken there on candidate Clinton’s behalf. 
The Los Angeles Times reported, 


340 Mr. Berman testified that Bruce Lindsey handled issues relating to the airline industry 
for President Clinton. 

341 Id., pp. 85-86. 

342 For more information on the activities of Harry Thomason while at the White House, see 
memorandum to Lee J. Radek, Chief, Public Integrity Section, Criminal Division, U.S. Depart- 
ment of Justice from Stuart M. Goldberg, Senior Litigation Counsel and Raymond N. Hulser, 
Trial Attorney, Public Integrity Section, Criminal Division, Recommendations to Decline: Harry 
Thomason and Darnell Martens, January 11, 1996. See also, memorandum from Beth Nolan, 
Associate Counsel to the President, to Cliff Sloan, July 14, 1993. 
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The Thomason’s production company, Mozark, has be- 
come known as the “second campaign headquarters” for 
Clinton — and has become Hollywood’s own little slice of 
Arkansas. Clinton’s brother, Roger, 35, who works as a 
$500-a-week production assistant on “Designing Women” 
and “Hearts Afire”, and that each day the “Clinton Clip- 
per,” a collection of the day’s articles and headlines on the 
campaign, appears on the office fax machine. 343 

Mr. Martens was an executive with Executive Jet in Cincinnati, 
OH when he first met Thomason in the late 1980s. In November 
1991, they incorporated Thomason, Richland & Martens, Inc. 
(TRM), an aviation consulting firm in Cincinnati. Mr. Thomason 
and Mr. Martens each were one-third partners in TRM along with 
Dan Richland, the Thomasons’ Hollywood agent. 

In January 1992, Mr. Thomason introduced Mr. Martens to then- 
Governor and Mrs. Clinton at a campaign fundraiser luncheon in 
Los Angeles. He also suggested that Mr. Martens go to Little Rock 
to see if he could assist the Clinton campaign there. Mr. Martens 
did so and, for the duration of the 1992 campaign, Martens assisted 
in the chartering of aircraft for the campaign. Martens reviewed 
charter contracts and rates, determined whether they were proper, 
checked certifications and so forth. 

While TRM never had a formal contract with the Clinton cam- 
paign, Martens charged a brokerage commission or a consulting fee 
for TRM’s work, depending on the size of the charter. For corporate 
aircraft, Martens worked through Executive Jet. After interviewing 
several brokers for larger airplanes, he selected Air Advantage of 
Albuquerque. Through Air Advantage, he came to know, and work 
with, Penny Sample, Air Advantage’s president. Ms. Sample’s ac- 
tivities are discussed below. 

In March 1993, Thomason was asked to come to the White House 
and provide guidance on ways to better use the White House for 
public relations events and improve the President’s image. An itin- 
erary for a series of meetings at the White House was developed 
and Thomason was provided a White House pass. 

At the White House, Thomason was given access to a telephone 
and computer, as well as office space in the East Wing. He was 
even listed in a White House phone directory. Mr. Thomason re- 
ceived no compensation from the Government for his work at the 
White House. He was appointed to no Government position, had no 
title and took no oath of office. 

As was discussed in detail in the overview chapter, Mr. 
Thomason and his business partner Darnell Martens clearly were 
central players in events that led to the firings in the Travel Office. 
In fact, the chronology clearly evidences Mr. Thomason’s involve- 
ment in nearly every aspect of the management of the White House 
during the early months of the Clinton administration. 

As early as February 1993, Mr. Thomason approached senior 
Clinton administration officials to discuss possibilities for his com- 
pany to bid on lucrative aviation contracts with the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Messrs. Thomason and Martens were seeking a several 


343 “Designing Presidential Politics; Television: Behind the Scenes [With the Bloodworth- 
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hundred thousand dollar sole source Government contract to per- 
form a review of all civilian Government aircraft. They worked 
with Bruce Lindsey and communicated with the President about 
these activities in the spring of 1993. 

While working at the White House, Thomason told President 
Clinton about alleged problems at the White House Travel Office. 
Mr. Thomason subsequently spread Travel Office rumors to various 
staffers about alleged “kickbacks” solicited by Travel Office person- 
nel. Mr. Thomason was involved in efforts to implement the so- 
called 25 percent personnel cuts at the White House. He authored 
“The White House Project,” and worked on management problems 
in the Correspondence Office. His duties clearly went beyond the 
scope of the imaging project. 

The White House Travel Office Management Review, the General 
Accounting Office review and the Department of Justice each con- 
cluded that Messrs. Thomason and Martens should not be consid- 
ered special Government employees for the purposes of his dealing 
with the Travel Office matter and, as a result, were not required 
to abide by conflict-of-interest statutes. However, each of these re- 
ports relied upon the limited fact pattern found in the White House 
Management Review. 

The committee’s investigation uncovered numerous documents 
which directly support the conclusion that Mr. Thomason fulfilled 
the requirements of an SGE. Moreover, Thomason appeared to be 
pursuing his personal financial business each day while he was at 
the White House in violation of the conflict of interest statutes. 
Throughout the 3 years of investigation, we have seen the elabo- 
rate steps taken by White House counsel to hide pieces of this ma- 
terial from other legitimate investigative bodies. 

On January 11, 1996, the Department of Justice determined that 
neither Harry Thomason nor Darnell Martens were subject to the 
provisions of 18 U.S.C. Sections 208 or 208 and, therefore, should 
not be prosecuted. 344 Due to the narrow interpretation the Justice 
Department reads into the SGE statute, we believe its analysis was 
flawed for several reasons. After reviewing the law, which the com- 
mittee also believes that it should be reviewed during the next 
Congress. The Justice Department’s conclusions will be addressed 
individually here. 

a. The Justice Department found that there is no evidence 
that Martens or Thomason had any formal status as a 
Government employee or special Government employee 345 

The Department points out that neither was appointed to a posi- 
tion, took an oath of office or received a title, that the personnel 
office did not keep a file on them, they did not seek a regular ap- 
pointment, receive compensation, or hold themselves out to be a 
Government employee. It comes as no surprise that the Clinton 
White House did not require its volunteer workers to take an oath 
or otherwise review applicable statutes regarding the activities of 
Government volunteers. One thing that the American people have 


344 Memorandum from Stuart M. Goldberg, Senior Litigation Counsel and Raymond N. 
Hulser, Trial Attorney, Public Integrity Section, Criminal Division, to Lee J. Radek, Chief, Pub- 
lic Integrity Section, Criminal Division, January 11, 1996. 

345 Justice Department memorandum, p. 22. 
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learned over the last several years is that this White House was 
hardly vigilant when it came to such details. 

Harry Thomason was asked, however, to assist in the White 
House by the President of the United States and regularly worked 
with numerous senior administration officials. He was given a 
White House pass and the paperwork submitted for his pass indi- 
cates he was to “report” to President Clinton. The frequent number 
of telephone calls and meetings with the President or Mrs. Clinton 
clearly demonstrates their supervisory nature. Finally, the receipt 
of compensation is not a requirement to become a Government em- 
ployee . 346 Beth Nolan’s review of this section pointed out that a 
person cannot avoid being designated an SGE merely because there 
has not been a formal appointment. 

b. The Justice Department found that there is not sufficient 

evidence that either Thomason or Martens was a de facto 
Government employee or special Government employee or 
that they sought to avoid the formalities of Government 
office in an effort to skirt the conflict of interest laws 347 

Contrary to the Justice Department’s findings, it would be dif- 
ficult to imagine a more clear example of a de facto Government 
employee than Harry Thomason. He was asked by President Clin- 
ton to come into the White House to assist in developing a success- 
ful management structure at the White House, certainly a Govern- 
ment task. He received a “hard pass” for easy entry into the White 
House, which were hard to get for even regular White House em- 
ployees. He had a telephone, desk, and office in the White House. 
Harry Thomason was even listed in the White House telephone di- 
rectory. 

Furthermore, an “intentional” effort to skirt the conflict of inter- 
est laws would be informative when determining whether someone 
meets the definition of Government employee, but it would not be 
determinative. What is required, as discussed above, is an em- 
ployer-employee relationship characterized by typical criteria. 

c. The Justice Department found that insufficient evidence ex- 

ists that Thomason performed a Federal function or 
acted under the supervision of a Federal employee 348 

The Department’s memo included a shocking footnote: 

Thomason might also argue that his imaging project, 
which focused on communicating President Clinton’s mes- 
sage more effectively, was political campaign work, 
rather than federal government work. In fact, the pro- 
posal that Thomason prepared suggested the use of inau- 
gural funds for its implementation, rather than govern- 
ment funds . 349 (Emphasis Added). 

It is startling that the Department of Justice would argue that a 
private individual may have been performing campaign work out of 
the White House, using Federal Government resources such as 
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computer equipment, telephones, etc., and then disregard the im- 
plications of that admission. 

The committee disagrees with the Department’s suggestion, how- 
ever, that the work of Thomason and Martens was campaign relat- 
ed, rather than governmental. Mr. Thomason’s “imaging project” 
was similar to the type of work performed by press secretaries 
throughout the Clinton administration. In fact, a good portion of 
the current White House Counsel’s Office devotes its resources to- 
ward improving the “image” of the President. 

Beyond the imaging project, however, Thomason additionally 
helped to reshape the entire management structure at the Clinton 
White House. The chronology provided in this report clearly dem- 
onstrates his involvement in numerous management issues, many 
far beyond the scope of Presidential imaging. 

Given that broad range of job duties, it stands to reason that Mr. 
Thomason would make recommendations on the efficiency and ef- 
fectiveness of White House offices and that his changes would im- 
mediately be implemented. What is not allowed, however, is that 
he would base his recommendations in pursuit of his own financial 
interests. 

d. The Justice Department found that both men participated 

in some manner in the inquiry concerning the Travel Of- 
fice — at minimum providing information relevant to the 
decisionmakers. It is not at all clear, however, that such 
participation would qualify as “substantial” under the 
statute 350 

Given the lack of cooperation the Clinton White House provided 
to and was accepted by the Justice Department, one can quickly 
see how its analysis would conclude that the activities of Thomason 
and Martens were minimal. Facts uncovered by the committee, 
however, suggest just the opposite. 

A review of the chronology of events, provided earlier in this re- 
port, suggests that Harry Thomason in particular was involved in 
White House activities nearly every day, including numerous tele- 
phone calls to Government officials and private meetings with the 
President, Mrs. Clinton, and the Chief of Staff. Copies of official 
correspondence were routinely sent to Thomason as though he was 
a regular member of the White House staff, and meetings were 
scheduled to include Thomason at the White House. In the days 
leading up to the firing of the Travel Office workers, Thomason 
spent nearly all of his time in meetings or telephone calls discuss- 
ing the operations of the Travel Office. 

e. The Justice Department found that Thomason and Martens 

clearly had no decisionmaking role 351 

Once again, the Department makes a conclusion which ignores 
the realities of Government service. Neither Thomason nor 
Martens were required to “sign” documents attesting to their deci- 
sionmaking role. But, given the fact that at least Thomason was in- 
troduced to the White House staff as a close friend and advisor to 
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the President, who occasionally spent the night at the White 
House, their influence was surely felt. That influence should not, 
by itself, suggest that Thomason or Martens were Government em- 
ployees, but in an analysis of the facts, it would be inappropriate 
and not very realistic to conclude that Thomason or Martens lacked 
a decisionmaking role. 

The committee also questions whether holding a decisionmaking 
role is a vital step to being considered a Government employee. 
Thousands of Government employees are hired to advise more sen- 
ior officials on what decisions to make. Their services are sought 
for the quality and type of advice they provide, not the decisions 
they make. 

f. The Justice Department found that even if we could estab- 
lish that they had some employment status, we would 
have difficulty establishing that the employment was con- 
nected with the Travel Office 352 

The Department echoes a view discussed in an analysis by the 
White House which suggests that an individual can be deemed a 
Government employee for some circumstances but not for others. In 
effect, according to this analysis, an individual can wear two hats. 
One moment, they can meet with a senior Government official to 
advise them on what steps that official should take to make the 
President “look better” in public functions. The next moment they 
advise that same Government official on how the Government 
should buy services offered by the advisor. The committee rejects 
that conclusion. 

When an individual gains special status by accepting a Govern- 
ment official’s request for help, they should not try to use that 
privilege for profit. The committee refuses to accept the conclusion 
that the Congress, when drafting the Government employment 
statutes, meant to allow individuals to profit from the Government 
at a time when they held special authorities provided by the Gov- 
ernment. The committee agrees that Congress should revisit the 
Government employment statutes to ensure that agencies abide by 
their obligations to determine when volunteers become Government 
employees. But the committee does not believe that current law 
should be read to allow volunteers to become profiteers. 

In a revealing inter-office memorandum, White House Associate 
Counsel Beth Nolan opined: 

When viewed as a whole, the facts revealed in the 
[White House Travel Office Management] Report could 
support a conclusion that Mr. Thomason was an uncom- 
pensated consultant with the status of a special govern- 
ment employee, by virtue of his assignment to consult on 
the staging of presidential events . . . the matter is not 
free from doubt, and we should proceed to analyze Mr. 
Thomason’s conduct as if he were a government em- 
ployee . 353 

Although this document was kept from the committee for years 
under claims of executive privilege, even Nolan’s limited review of 
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the few facts she had, determined that Harry Thomason likely was 
a special Government employee. However, Nolan went on to repeat 
the Department of Justice’s reasoning that even if Thomason was 
an SGE for the purposes of the imaging project, such a status 
should be compartmentalized and should not have an impact on his 
other activities. Specifically, she stated, 

Harry Thomason may have been a special government 
employee with respect to the assignment he was given to 
consult on staging presidential events, but this did not 
convert him into a special government employee for other 
matters, including the Travel Office. 354 

Not only did Nolan only rely on the facts provided in the White 
House Travel Office Management Review, but she did not discuss 
how, if Thomason was a special Government employee, his activi- 
ties could be compartmentalized so as to allow him to represent his 
personal business interests when he was not wearing his SGE hat. 
Nothing in the legislative history suggests that Congress meant to 
allow a President to bring his campaign staff into the White House 
as part time SGEs, introduce them to influential contracting offi- 
cers throughout the Government, allow them to gain inside advan- 
tages on other Government contracts, and then bid on Government 
business simply by taking off their SGE hat. The theory that an 
SGE could change his status as easily as walking into another 
room is bad public policy and not found in any legitimate reading 
of the statute. 

In the final analysis, the committee believes that when viewed 
in light of the totality of activities taken on by Thomason, he 
should be viewed as a special Government employee. Previous anal- 
ysis of this matter was fatally flawed, however, due to the lack of 
cooperation by members of the White House staff who intentionally 
withheld information from Government officials seeking to inves- 
tigate the White House activities of Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens. Because Martens acted more as an assistant to 
Thomason, without the same trappings of approval by the White 
House, the committee is not prepared to conclude that he meets the 
definition of SGE. That does not suggest, however, that the com- 
mittee condones his efforts to use the special access afforded 
Thomason to profit at the public’s expense. 

As suggested, the committee’s investigation was further frus- 
trated by a convenient lack of memory regarding the circumstances 
of Thomason’s activities at the White House. Individuals who could 
otherwise remember precise details about some of their activities 
throughout 1993 made inconsistent or even conflicting statements 
about their relations with Thomason. Once again, we have seen a 
friend of the President’s “air brushed” out of internal reports and 
statements since the early days of the Clinton administration. Even 
further, Harry Thomason refused to cooperate with the General Ac- 
counting Office and refused to be interviewed a second time for the 
White House Travel Office Management Review. Without the force 
of a subpoena, Thomason very likely would have refused to cooper- 
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ate with this committee as well. Further inquiry should determine 
whether this lack of cooperation was criminal. 

3. Activities of Penny Sample 

What is less disputed is that Penny Sample, president of Air Ad- 
vantage, was a special Government employee for the purposes of 
assisting in White House Travel Office operations following the 
May 19, 1993 firings. On May 20, 1993, after the Travel Office 
workers had been terminated, Sample was brought into the White 
House Travel Office as a volunteer worker. In her interview with 
the General Accounting Office, she stated that she had: 

. . . made charter arrangements for the Clinton cam- 
paign. She reported that she was contacted on May 17 or 
18 by Mr. Martens, with whom she had worked during the 
campaign, to inquire about her availability to work in the 
White House Travel Office. She was asked to call Ms. 
Cornelius, who inquired if she would be available to pro- 
vide temporary assistance in the procurement of aircraft 
charters for the White House press corps without com- 
pensation. She agreed to do so but said that she could only 
do so for a short period of time. 355 

Ms. Sample did not leave that post until June 2, 1993 following 
revelations that she had received a commission from the first air- 
line charter that she had booked for a White House Travel Office 
trip to New Hampshire on May 22, 1993. Air Advantage forwarded 
the $52,000 to Midwest Air. 

It is clear from the circumstances surrounding Sample’s arrival 
at the White House that she should have been considered an SGE. 
Again, due to the lax management standards at the White House, 
no one analyzed this volunteer’s employment standards and re- 
sponsibilities. She was, however, given an affirmative work assign- 
ment at the White House. She reported to a permanent Govern- 
ment employee (David Watkins); performed a single task, was pro- 
vided access to all materials necessary to perform her work, and 
made financial decisions which obligated the Federal Government. 

White House attorney Beth Nolan also believed Penny Sample 
was an SGE: 

... it seems clear that PS was asked to serve as a vol- 
unteer in the White House to perform a federal job, and 
as such probably was a special government employee. 

As discussed above, Section 208 of Title 18 restricts Government 
employees from participating personally and substantially in a gov- 
ernmental capacity in which he or she has a financial interest. A 
person may act in a governmental capacity through such things as 
decision, approval, disapproval, recommendation, rendering advice, 
investigation, or otherwise, in a judicial or other proceeding, appli- 
cation for request for ruling or other determination, contract, claim, 
controversy, charge, accusation. 

Penalties for violating section 208 of Title 18 appear in 18 U.S.C. 
Sec. 216. Section 216 establishes different criminal penalties for 
non-willfully and willfully engaging in conduct constituting offenses 
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under the conflict of interest provisions. Non-willful engagement is 
punishable by imprisonment for not more than 1 year or a fine in 
an amount set forth in Title 18, or both. 356 Willful engagement is 
punishable by imprisonment of not more than 5 years or a fine in 
an amount set forth in Title 18, or both. 357 

White House attorney Beth Nolan’s notes also are revealing at 
this point: 

P.S. is the president of a charter broker, Air Advantage. 

She arranged for Air Advantage to forward a fee to Mid- 
west Express to cover official White House expenses. Even 
though there seems to have been no financial advan- 
tage to Air Advantage in this transaction, its for- 
warding of a $52,000 fee probably had a financial ef- 
fect on Air Advantage. Section 208 requires neither that 
the financial effect be positive, nor that the financial effect 
be substantial (there is no de minimis exception). (Empha- 
sis Added) 

The fact pattern discussed in this chapter and the introductory 
overview support this committee’s conclusion that Penny Sample 
was a special Government employee subject to the conflict-of-inter- 
est provisions of Title 18. The committee further agrees with the 
analysis of Clinton White House attorney Beth Nolan, above, when 
she concludes that Sample and Air Advantage violated Section 208 
ofU.S.C. Title 18. 

4. Conclusion 

What is also clear as a result of the committee’s investigation is 
that President Bill Clinton willingly opened the doors of the White 
House to friends and supporters and allowed those individuals to, 
in effect, take whatever booty they could find. Documents provided 
under threat of subpoena by Thomason and Martens provide shock- 
ing evidence that close friends of the President planned to raid the 
public treasury long before Bill Clinton was sworn into office. 358 

The committee condemns the greedy, self-serving activities of 
those who obviously believed “access had its privileges” and used 
their special access to the White House to promote their own finan- 
cial gain. A Washington Post article provides interesting insight 
into Thomason’s belief that one’s support of a successful Presi- 
dential candidate entitles one to realize personal private gain from 
subsequent voluntary public service: 


356 See, 18 U.S.C. Sec. 3559, which indicates that the offense of non-willful engagement is clas- 
sified as a Class A misdemeanor because the term of imprisonment is 1 year or less, and 18 
U.S.C. Sec. 3571, which indicates that the fine for an individual convicted of that offense is not 
more than $100,000. 

357 See, 18 U.S.C. Sec. 3559, which indicates that the offense of willful engagement appears 
to be classified as a Class E felony, and 18 U.S.C. Sec. 3571, which indicates that the fine for 
an individual convicted of such an offense is not more than $250,000. 

358 At the time this committee is drafting this report, White House political advisor Dick Mor- 
ris resigned his position with the Clinton re-election campaign. This resignation comes on the 
heels of reports that Mr. Morris shared sensitive Government information with an outside indi- 
vidual, allegedly a call girl. The White House defended themselves by arguing that Mr. Morris 
was not a Government employee and did not hold a security classification. That defense misses 
the point. News accounts suggest that Mr. Morris was involved in not only campaign decisions, 
but public policy decisions concerning actions of the Presidency as well. Advising the President 
on whether the administration should support or oppose numerous pieces of legislation and pub- 
lic policy proposals clearly is a Government function. Given his broad responsibilities, the Clin- 
ton White House should have determined whether Mr. Morris met the requirements to be a spe- 
cial Government employee and should have conducted a security background investigation. 
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I do find it surprising that a person who was as instru- 
mental as I was in the Clinton campaign cannot pick up 
a phone in the White House and ask for information for 
people ... If President Bush was in office, I would do the 
same thing if I had this access. 359 

Both Thomason and Martens could have gained considerable finan- 
cial advantage had they succeeded in their overall efforts to review 
the entire Federal civilian aircraft fleet under the auspices of the 
Interagency Committee on Aviation Policy (ICAP). Taking effective 
control of the White House Travel Office was simply a first step in 
their plans to capitalize on Thomason’s name recognition in Wash- 
ington, DC during the Clinton administration. 

VII. Lack of Competitive Bidding 

A. BACKGROUND 

Purchases by the Federal Government from the private sector 
provide opportunities for the expansion of participating businesses 
and the creation of new service-oriented companies. Procurement 
expenditures generate secondary and related consumer spending. 
Thousands of Federal activities are involved in acquiring products 
and services that affect the Nation’s economy. The economic impact 
resulting from the award of a major contract can greatly benefit a 
city or region, while the loss of a Government contract can cause 
financial hardship. 

The growth of Federal procurement during the past decades re- 
sulted in a proliferation of complex and overlapping Federal regula- 
tions that often hindered an agency’s ability to purchase the best 
goods and services at the lowest cost. Potential vendors complained 
of the frustrating labyrinth of Federal specifications that controlled 
the production of goods. This committee, working with the Clinton 
administration, took significant steps to reform these bureaucratic 
procedures. 

On September 7, 1993, Vice President Albert Gore’s National 
Performance Review issued a report entitled Creating a Govern- 
ment that Works Better and Costs Less. 360 This report included 20 
specific recommendations on procurement reform. The Clinton ad- 
ministration proposed a legislative package designed to restructure 
and reduce impediments to the Federal Government’s acquisition 
practices. Following extensive hearings by this committee, Presi- 
dent Clinton signed into law P.L. 103-355 on October 13, 1994. 361 
That same day, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12931, 
entitled Federal Procurement Reform, which requires executive 
branch agencies to make their own administrative procurement 
procedures more effective and innovative “over and above those re- 
quired by statute.” 362 

Federal acquisition laws were further revised, under the leader- 
ship of Chairman Clinger and this committee and the Clinton ad- 
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ministration, as part of the 1996 Defense Authorization Act. 363 Di- 
vision D of that act, referred to as the Federal Acquisition Reform 
Act of 1996, concerns changes to the procurement requirements for 
armed services and civilian agency acquisitions. The general effect 
of Subdivision D is to eliminate or simplify certain contracting pro- 
cedures. For example, one provision raises the dollar thresholds for 
contracts that use other than competitive procedures and are ap- 
proved by high-level agency officials. Another provision limits the 
competitive range to the largest number permitting an efficient 
competition. The committee believes that these provisions will 
streamline Government contracting and cut out unnecessary re- 
quirements. 

Notwithstanding these recent reforms, the preferred method for 
Federal procurement has traditionally been full and open competi- 
tion, where all potential suppliers and vendors are given an equal 
opportunity to compete for Government contracts. 364 In the past, 
agencies used streamlined small purchase procedures only for pur- 
chases of $25,000 or less. The Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act 
raised this minimum to $100,000. The Federal Government pub- 
licizes its intention to buy property by posting solicitations in pub- 
lic places, announcements in the Department of Commerce publica- 
tion Commerce Business Daily, and by sending invitations for bid 
to business firms on applicable mailing lists. 

Whenever possible, agency contracting officers are required to 
promote full and open competition in soliciting offers and awarding 
Government contracts. Procurement actions may involve sealed 
bids, negotiated proposals, sole source acquisition, or multiple 
award schedules. 

This committee’s position is that any effort to reform the Federal 
Government’s procurement process should begin with a firm com- 
mitment to encourage the use of competition in the Federal mar- 
ketplace. In order to require Federal agencies to increase their use 
of competition in Federal procurement actions, Congress enacted 
the Competition in Contracting Act of 1984. 365 This legislation re- 
quired Federal agencies to open their bidding process to all quali- 
fied firms wishing to compete for the Government’s business and 
by eliminated advertising restrictions and non-competitive bidding 
procedures. 

B. COMPETITIVE BIDDING IN THE CLINTON WHITE HOUSE 

Despite the support for competition in the Federal marketplace 
by both the Congress and the administration, the Clinton White 
House apparently believed that full and open competition should 
apply only to other agencies, while it awarded lucrative contracts 
to friends and political supporters of the President. The White 
House contends that the Travel Office’s failure to conduct competi- 
tive bidding for press charters played a part in its decision to fire 
the Travel Office workers. However, it was the Clinton administra- 


363 The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996, Pub. L. 104-106. For infor- 
mation on the legislative history of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996, 
see H.R. Rept. No. 450, 104th Cong., 2d Sess. (1996). 
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tion, itself, that failed to utilize competitive bidding in the award 
of lucrative Government contracts. The White House directed pro- 
curement funds toward friends and supporters of the President. 
For example, on June 24, 1993, 1 month after the Travel Office 
firings, the White House refused to utilize a competitive bidding 
procedure to purchase a $25 million telephone system contract for 
the White House. Clinton aide Patsy Thomasson was involved in 
this and other non-competitive awards. In each case, she conven- 
iently claimed that “urgent and compelling” circumstances existed 
to obviate any obligation to bid the contract competitively. 

According to the White House Management Review, “[Harry] 
Thomason was concerned that the White House charter business 
was not competitively bid and that the Travel Office might also be 
engaged in wrongdoing.” 366 Others professed concerns about prob- 
lems in the Travel Office. The White House Travel Office Manage- 
ment Review states that: 

On May 1, at the White House Correspondents Associa- 
tion Dinner, Thomason heard George Condon, President of 
the Correspondents Association, address the growing ex- 
pense to the press of traveling on Presidential trips, a par- 
ticular problem for smaller news agencies. Harry 
Thomason viewed the no-bid practices of the Travel Office 
as part of the problem. 367 

That view was further echoed in the General Accounting Office Re- 
port: 

To ensure that the Travel Office receives the best value 
for the funds it spends, goods and services generally 
should be procured through a competitive process. 368 

Clinton administration actions leading up to and following the 
Travel Office firings belie these professed concerns regarding com- 
petitive bidding, however. From the hiring of KPMG Peat Marwick 
through the recruitment of World Wide Travel, Air Advantage, and 
possibly, American Express, the Clinton administration avoided le- 
gitimate competitive bidding of Travel Office contracts altogether. 

C. KPMG PEAT MARWICK CONTRACT 

When it was decided that an outside firm should review the 
Travel Office, David Watkins, Assistant to the President for Man- 
agement and Administration called KPMG partner Larry Herman. 
Mr. Herman, who had addressed staff members of the National 
Performance Review on the issue of reinventing Government, was 
recommended to Watkins by Jennifer O’Connor, a member of the 
White House staff. Mr. Herman’s firm was hired over the phone on 
the evening of May 13, 1993. Mr. Herman was asked to be at the 
White House early the following morning. No competitive bid was 


366 White House Chief of Staff Mack McLarty and Office of Management and Budget Director 
Leon Panetta, White House Travel Office Management Review, July 2, 1993, p. 5. 

367 White House Chief of Staff Mack McLarty and Office of Management and Budget Director 
Leon Panetta, White House Travel Office Management Review, July 2, 1993, p. 6. 

368 General Accounting Office, White House Travel Office Operations: Travel Office Operations, 
Report No. GGD-94-132, May 1994 p. 27. 
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solicited to conduct this review of the White House Travel Office. 369 
Mr. Watkins later said that KPMG Peat Marwick was sought be- 
cause the White House had no internal audit capability. 370 Deputy 
White House Counsel Vincent Foster, while in the presence of FBI 
agents, initially recommended that an audit be conducted on the 
Travel Office. Because the FBI had no authority to conduct an 
audit without the predicate of an investigation, the FBI suggested 
that Foster “get OMB or GAO to do the audit.” 371 The committee 
found no evidence to suggest that the White House staff inves- 
tigated the suitability of an audit conducted by the General Ac- 
counting Office or the Office of Management and Budget. 

The White House Travel Office Management Review, while criti- 
cizing the procurement practices of the fired Travel Office staff, did 
not even discuss the fact that KPMG Peat Marwick was brought 
into the White House without a competitive bid. The gap in the re- 
port regarding the circumstances under which KPMG was hired is 
problematic. White House documents indicate that the authors of 
the White House Travel Office Management Review were aware 
that a problem existed with the non-competitive bid for KPMG. 
These documents indicate there were numerous discussions be- 
tween White House Counsel and the Chief of Staff McLarty about 
how to get around (i.e., justify) this problem. 

In the end, Peat Marwick arrived at the White House without a 
contract for the work it was about to undertake. Mr. Herman draft- 
ed a preliminary work contract on May 19, 1993, 5 days after the 
review was initiated. While this contract was signed the week of 
May 17, 1993, the final KPMG contract was not sent out by the 
White House until 3 months later, on August 17, 1993. To justify 
why normal procurement procedures were not followed, the White 
House argued: 

Normal procurement procedures were not an option due 
to a perception of potential financial mismanagement. Due 
to this perception, the need for financial review became ur- 
gent and compelling, with time of the essence. 372 

The committee does not support this conclusion. The White House 
should have searched for other means to conduct an internal re- 
view of the White House Travel Office. The arguments raised in de- 
fense of the decision to hire an outside auditor bring force to the 
case for legislation approved by this committee that would provide 
the President with his own, hand picked auditor. 


369 General Accounting Office, White House: Travel Office Operations, Report No. GGD-94- 
132, p. 57. Clinton aide David Watkins reported to Chief of Staff McLarty on May 17, 1993 that 
the Travel Office staff had been told the audit was part of the Vice President’s National Per- 
formance Review effort. The committee was informed that the KPMG partner responsible for 
the review was on leave and worked on a voluntary basis for the National Performance Review. 
Representatives of the Vice President later informed the committee that while reforming the 
Travel Office was consistent with the goals of the National Performance Review, the review was 
not conducted under the auspices of the NPR. 

370 A bill referred to the House of Representatives by this committee, H.R. 3452, 104th Cong., 
2d Sess. (1996), the Presidential and Executive Office Accountability Act, introduced by Con- 
gressman John Mica, would provide, inter alia, an internal Inspector General for the Executive 
Office of the President. Surprisingly, the White House has expressed its opposition to this meas- 
ure. 

371 Michael E. Shaheen, Jr., Office of Professional Responsibility of the U.S. Department of 
Justice, Report of the Office of Professional Responsibility’s Review of the Conduct of the FBI in 
Connection with its Contacts with the White House in the Travel Office Matter, pp. 28-29. 

372 White House memorandum from Patsy Thomasson to Dale Helms, Delegation of Authority 
Relative to Peat Marwick Contract, August 9, 1993, CGE 2514-2518. 
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D. WORLD WIDE TRAVEL 

World Wide Travel Service, Inc., was selected by White House 
staff to provide commercial travel services in lieu of those formally 
provided by the long-term employees of the White House Travel Of- 
fice. World Wide had performed similar services for the Clinton 
Presidential Campaign in 1992. According to the General Account- 
ing Office report: 

Ms. Betta Carney, President of World Wide, told us that 
on May 11 she was telephoned by Ms. Cornelius, who re- 
ported that the White House Travel Office staff would pos- 
sibly be dismissed in the near future, due to allegations of 
wrongdoing; Ms. Cornelius asked that this information be 
kept secret. The next day, Ms. Cornelius, who told us she 
called at the direction of Mr. Watkins, asked if World Wide 
could start at the White House Travel Office for an interim 
period until a competition could be held. A representative 
of World Wide arrived in Washington on May 14 and re- 
mained on call throughout the weekend, but was not 
called. According to Mr. Stephen Davison, World Wide’s 
Director of Customer Service, on May 18, he and a World 
Wide travel agent met with Ms. Cornelius, who reported 
that the Travel Office matter was not resolved. However, 
that evening Ms. Cornelius called to ask that the World 
Wide officials meet her the next morning (May 19) in Mr. 
Watkins’ office. At the meeting the next morning, Mr. Wat- 
kins informed the World Wide representatives that the 
Travel Office employees had been fired and were vacating 
the premises. 373 

Representatives of World Wide were in the offices of the White 
House Travel Office before the career White House employees had 
returned from the 10 a.m. meeting at which Watkins fired them on 
May 19, 1993. 

Also in the General Accounting Office interview, Betta Carney 
said that when Catherine Cornelius called her on May 12, 1993, to 
come to the White House, Carney asked: 

[I] s this legal, could we do this, and on site, without a 
formal contract? And she said something about emergency 
procurement of some type that the White House lawyers 
had talked about it, and that there was a possibility that 
it would be okay and that we should be ready to send 
someone up there at a moment’s notice. 374 

In questions posed by reporters at a White House press con- 
ference, Betta Carney was referred to as: 

. . . the closest associate with David Watkins here, . . . 
[and] sort of carried the campaign in its early days when 
they didn’t have any money and agreed to bill them on a 
delayed basis as their contributions came in. And Watkins 


373 General Accounting Office, White House: Travel Office Operations, Report No. GGD-94- 
132, pp. 66-67. 

374 Barney Gomez and Bob Homan of the General Accounting Office; interview with Betta 
Carney and Steve Davison of Worldwide Travel; Little Rock, AR; September 7, 1993; p. 48. 
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has been quoted as saying that that enabled them to free 
up money to use for advertising in the Michigan and Illi- 
nois primaries at a time when they might not otherwise 
have been able to do so. That sounds like it treads dan- 
gerously close to corporate contributions and FEC viola- 
tions. 375 

George Stephanopoulos did not comment on this allegation, but he 
confirmed that individuals at World Wide Travel made donations 
to the Clinton campaign. 

Notwithstanding evidence to the contrary, the White House tried 
to argue that the selection of World Wide Travel was not based on 
its prior personal or business relationship with members of the 
campaign staff, now members of the White House staff. 376 There 
is no evidence that the White House had any other reason to 
choose World Wide Travel, an Arkansas based travel service, over 
other, nationally known travel firms. 

The conclusion of the White House Travel Office Management 
Review simply states that, “hiring World Wide Travel on a no-bid 
basis — even as an interim, stop-gap measure — created the appear- 
ance of favoritism toward a local friend of the campaign.” 377 All 
evidence points to the fact that the appointment of World Wide 
Travel was, in fact, favoritism toward a friend of the Clinton cam- 
paign. There is evidence, however, that this was intended not as 
an “interim, stop-gap measure,” but as a permanent, financial ar- 
rangement. 


E. AIR ADVANTAGE 

Penny Sample, president of Air Advantage, provided airline char- 
ters for the Clinton campaign and was assisted by Thomason, Rich- 
land & Martens (TRM), an aviation consulting business. Mr. 
Martens contacted Penny Sample on May 17, 1993, and asked if 
she would be willing “to provide temporary assistance in the pro- 
curement of aircraft charters for the White House press corps with- 
out compensation.” 378 Sample agreed to provide this service as a 
volunteer. Within 2 weeks, Sample left the White House Travel Of- 
fice after it was disclosed that she received a commission on the 
first charter trip she arranged for the White House, a press trip to 
New Hampshire on June 22, 1993. 

This financial arrangement was mentioned in both the General 
Accounting Office report and White House Travel Office Manage- 
ment Review, but neither discussed at any length to the lack of 
competition afforded when the contract was signed. The GAO Re- 
port stated: 

With the removal of the Travel Office employees, several 
organizations were approached to provide White House 
travel services. World Wide Travel Services, Inc. And Air 
Advantage had both been involved in campaign travel . . . 


375 George Stephanopoulos; White House press briefing; Washington, DC; May 21, 1993, p. 8. 

376 At the time that World Wide Travel was chosen by the White House, both Catherine 
Cornelius and David Watkins were on staff at the White House. 

377 White House Chief of Staff Mack McLarty and Office of Management and Budget Director 
Leon Panetta, White House Travel Office Management Review, July 7, 1993, p. 20. 

378 General Accounting Office, White House: Travel Office Operations, Report No. GGD-94— 132, 
p. 45. 
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Air Advantage was brought in on May 18 or 19 to provide 
temporary help in procuring aircraft charters for the White 
House press corps. 379 

The White House Management Review stated: 

Bringing in Penny Sample of Air Advantage, to handle 
press charters on a no-bid, volunteer basis furthered the 
appearance that the White House was trying to help its 
friends. This implies no improper conduct on Sample’s 
part, but again created an appearance of favoritism. 380 

Favoritism was a major factor in the selection of a White House 
contractor. Unfortunately, this fact was ignored in each of the 
major Travel Office reviews. 

F. AMERICAN EXPRESS 

On May 21, 1993, at 4:10 p.m., then White House Communica- 
tions Director George Stephanopoulos announced that World Wide 
Travel would be departing the White House Travel Office effective 
immediately, as a result of White House concerns with appearances 
of favoritism in its hiring practices. Mr. Stephanopoulos then an- 
nounced that American Express would replace World Wide Travel 
in the Travel Office beginning Monday, May 24, 1993. Once again, 
no competitive bid preceded this announcement of a major change 
in the Travel Office. The White House engaged in a formal com- 
petitive bid for this business on Sunday, May 23, 1993, 2 days after 
Stephanopoulos’ announcement that American Express had been 
awarded the contract. 

The timing of Stephanopoulos’ announcement seems curious, 
when competitive bidding had yet to occur. The committee did 
learn, in the course of its investigation, that Patsy Thomasson met 
behind closed doors with representatives of American Express 
hours before Stephanopoulos’ May 21, 1993 announcement. In fact, 
Patsy Thomasson requested that she have the FBI guard the doors 
for her closed-door meeting with American Express. When told that 
was not appropriate given the FBI’s role in the Travel Office mat- 
ter, Ms. Thomasson had Secret Service agents guard the door. Ms. 
Thomasson also discussed the travel contracts over the phone with 
American Express, until she was told to stop contacting them. 
There was no indication that Patsy Thomasson met with either of 
American Express’ two competitors for the Travel Office business. 
American Express’ selection subsequently was credited to its excel- 
lent bid presentation and for including resumes of those who would 
work in the Travel Office in its packet. 

The committee is concerned that this preparation very likely fol- 
lowed Ms. Thomasson’s own “heads-up” of American Express. 


p. 45. 
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VIII. The White House Initiated a Full-Scale Campaign of 
Misinformation in the Aftermath of the Travel Office 
Firings and put in Place a Cover-up From Which it Could 
not Extricate Itself 

A. PRESIDENT CLINTON LED THE MISINFORMATION CAMPAIGN FROM 
THE FIRST DAYS OF THE TRAVELGATE DEBACLE 

Immediately after the firing of the White House Travel Office 
(WHTO) employees on May 19, 1993, the press asked whether the 
President had approved of that decision: 

Question. Who made this decision to fire them? 

Ms. Myers: David Watkins supervised the review. David 
Watkins runs the Office of Administration. It was his deci- 
sion. 

Question. And had the acquiescence of the President? 

Ms. Myers: Absolutely. 381 

Bruce Lindsey briefed President Clinton about the Travel Office 
firings 2 days before they occurred. 382 David Watkins called Air 
Force One on May 18th to inform the President of the firings. 383 
As Ms. Myers noted, the President approved the firings. We now 
know that the President also approved bringing in Harry 
Thomason for the “image” project 384 which included staging good 
press events — one of which was supposed to be the firing of the 
Travel Office employees — “Bill Clinton cleaning house,” as Harry 
Thomason explained. 385 

On the afternoon of May 19th, the President was already 
distancing himself from his Press Secretary’s statement regarding 
his role in the White House Travel Office matter: 

Question. Mr. President, can we ask you if you feel you 
were fair in summarily dismissing some employees of the 
government of long-standing without a hearing, and leav- 
ing the impression perhaps that they may have committed 
criminal acts? 

The President: I don’t know. I’ll have to refer to the 
Chief of Staff about that. 

Question. We’re speaking about the Travel Office, sir. 

The President: I know. All I know about it is that I was 
told that the people who were in charge of administering 
in the White House found serious problems there and 
thought there was no alternative. I’ll have to refer to them 
for any other questions. That is literally all I know about 
it. I know nothing else about it. 386 

On May 25th, the day the White House announced it was placing 
five of the former White House Travel Office employees on “ex- 
tended administrative leave” and initiating an internal investiga- 
tion, the President again was asked about the firings: 


381 White House press conference, May 19, 1993. 

382 WHMR interview of Bruce Lindsey, CGEPR 331-334. 

383 Phone logs of David Watkins. 

384 Committee deposition of Mack McLarty, July 12, 1996, p. 23. 

385 Committee deposition of Jennifer O’Connor, March 29, 1996, pp. 37-38. 
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Question. Mr. President, are you upset by this whole 
Travel Office mess? And who is responsible for it, sir? 

The President: Well, ultimately, anything that happens 
in the White House is the responsibility of the President. 

And whenever you’ve asked me a question, I’ve told you all 
I know about it. All I knew was there was a plan to cut 
the size of the office, save tax dollars, save the press 
money. 387 

The next day, May 26th, while responding again to media ques- 
tions about the Travel Office firings, President Clinton explained: 

. . . the press complained to me repeatedly about being 
gauged (sic) by the White House Travel Office. I kept hear- 
ing everywhere. 388 

During the CBS This Morning, town hall meeting on the morning 
of May 27th, President Clinton said: 

We found out that there were seven people working in 
the Travel Office, primarily to book travel for the press, 
and that the press was complaining that the cost was too 
high. So, there were all these recommendations made to 
change it. But nothing was done until an accounting firm 
came in and reviewed the operations and found serious 
management questions in terms of unaccounted funds and 
things like that. So then the person in charge of that made 
the decision to replace them. 389 

Of course this statement was false, as the New York Times pointed 
out, writing: 

. . . why even after the public had learned how Clinton 
friends engineered the travel office flushout, did the staff 
feed President Clinton the discredited line that the firings 
were simply economy measures? 390 

“Let’s not obscure what happened,” the President said in the 
days following the firings. 391 Yet this is the course set by the Presi- 
dent himself from the first day of the firings. 

B. THE INITIAL PRESS OFFENSIVE AGAINST THE TRAVEL OFFICE EM- 
PLOYEES MISCHARACTERIZED THE PEAT MARWICK REVIEW AND THE 
FBI’S ROLE IN ORDER TO COVER-UP THE REAL REASONS FOR THE 
FIRINGS 

The first series of Clinton administration deceptions occurred in 
the days immediately following the firings. White House state- 
ments on May 19, 1993, indicated the firings followed an audit per- 
formed pursuant to Vice President Gore’s National Performance 
Review, which uncovered “abysmal mismanagement” and “shoddy 
accounting practices.” 392 Spokesperson Dee Dee Myers added that 
the FBI was investigating possible criminal violations by the fired 
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employees. In fact, an audit of the Travel Office never was under- 
taken, let alone completed. 

Peat Marwick’s engagement letter, draft and final report all 
specify that its work did not constitute an audit. Peat Marwick told 
the White House that: 

such procedures do not constitute an audit, examination, 
or review in accordance with Standards established by the 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and, 
therefore, we do not express an opinion or any other form 
of assurance on the information presented in our report. 393 

Peat Marwick further explained to the White House that: 

The procedures we performed were limited in nature 
and extent to those which the Office of the Counsel deter- 
mined best fit its needs. 394 

The White House also informed the press that the Travel Office 
records were “in shambles” and not auditable. However, a Peat 
Marwick C.P.A., Dan Russell, testified before this committee that 
the pre-firing Travel Office records were auditable and that they 
simply would have needed more than the 3 days allowed by the 
White House for their review to perform such an audit. 395 

The Travel Office employees themselves first heard the allega- 
tions of criminal wrongdoing on television while packing their per- 
sonal belongings before leaving the White House. When firing them 
earlier that day, David Watkins made no mention of any criminal 
investigation but instead represented the firings as part of a reor- 
ganization effort. 396 

The Vice President’s office quickly distanced the firings from any- 
thing having to do with the National Performance Review by repu- 
diating the White House press secretary’s assertions that the Peat 
Marwick review was part of the National Performance Review. 397 
Meanwhile, Larry Herman, Peat Marwick’s partner in charge of 
the review, was confounded by the fact that the White House would 
base the Travel Office firings on an as-yet-unfinished report. Mr. 
Herman never told anyone at the White House his review would 
justify the firing of all of the employees, particularly those that had 
nothing to do with the financial aspects of the office. 398 

The White House Press shop pressured Herman to provide selec- 
tive off-the-record press briefings on May 19. 399 Harry Thomason 
and Jeff Eller were also present in the press room that day when 
“kickback” allegations were circulated to the press. By that time, 


393KPMG Peat Marwick Draft Report, CGE 006966, (although it was dated May 17, 1993, 
it was not actually drafted before May 19 or 20, 1993). 
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Herman informed White House officials that he had found abso- 
lutely no basis for the kickback allegations. 400 

George Stephanopoulos stated in a May 20 press conference that 
Harry Thomason had “no financial interest” in White House travel 
matters, 401 a patently false statement in light of Thomason’s var- 
ious White House business solicitations on behalf of TRM. 402 Mr. 
Foster later wrote of a meeting on May 21 in which they discussed 
Thomason’s financial interests. Mr. Foster’s notes indicate that 
Stephanopoulos became “upset” when he was shown an “HT 
memo,” presumably reflecting that Thomason had a financial inter- 
est in the matter. 403 Mr. Foster also noted that while 
Stephanopoulos said there was no financial interest, “DD/M [Dee 
Dee Myers] & Eller [Jeff Eller] and I disagree.” 404 

The initial response by White House officials when faced with a 
press hostile to the firings was to hide the truth. They withheld the 
full scope and extent of Harry Thomason’s favor-seeking at the 
White House, misrepresented the Peat Marwick review and repeat- 
edly maligned the seven fired Travel Office employees. When that 
did not work and the press raised issues of cronyism and patron- 
age, on May 21, the White House press office summoned the FBI 
spokesperson to the White House to edit the FBI’s press statements 
in an effort to bolster the White House’s story. 405 When news of 
this additional effort to politicize the FBI was learned the following 
Monday, May 24, the Attorney General contacted White House 
Counsel Nussbaum and expressed concern about the direct contact 
by the White House with the FBI. 406 

The press highlighted the fact that at the very time the FBI 
spokesman was attending a White House press strategy meeting on 
the Travel Office, embattled FBI Director William Sessions was 
meeting with Webb Hubbell and Janet Reno about whether he 
would keep his job. 407 When Attorney General Reno learned of the 
direct contact that the FBI had with the White House in both initi- 
ating the investigation and revising the FBI press statements, she 
expressed her concerns. Ms. Reno told Nussbaum that the FBI 
should not have the appearance of being used for political pur- 
poses. 408 

C. NEITHER THE CONGRESS, THE PRESS NOR THE PUBLIC BOUGHT THE 

WHITE HOUSE STORY 

The Travel Office firings were met by intense press skepticism. 
From the first days, when the roles of Harry Thomason and Cath- 
erine Cornelius became apparent, this was a clear-cut case of cro- 
nyism. The New York Times editorial page wrote on May 26, 1993, 
“By design or incompetence or a blend of the two, the White House 
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has used a highly vulnerable FBI for unworthy political pur- 
poses.” 409 

The Washington Post editorial page wrote on the same day: “It 
looks as if the FBI logo was being used by the White House as a 
political shield.” 410 Washington Post editorial page editor Meg 
Greenfield wrote on June 7, 1993: 


They should see no business, hear no business and 
speak no business and, above all, do no business. Harry 
Thomason and Linda Bloodworth Thomason, the First 
Family friends involved in all the fuss last week, indig- 
nantly pointed out that they were much too well off to 
have even been interested in the money to be gained from 
a travel-office deal . . . But the familiar “moi?” defense (a 
decent person like me couldn’t possibly do a gross thing 
like that) is irrelevant to the conflict-of-interest issue. 
Where a prospective conflict exists such people must keep 
out of it. 411 


The Baltimore Sun editorial page opined, “Some Republicans 
have called for a congressional review. Democratic senators ought 
to join them. This is an important matter. It should be above par- 
tisan point -making.” 412 

What became known as “Travelgate” was soon being compared to 
Watergate: “It was no exaggeration when the Senate minority lead- 
er on Tuesday compared the Clinton administration’s use of the 
FBI last week in the flap over the White House Travel Office to 
Richard Nixon’s attempt to pervert the agency to political purposes 
during Watergate. It is an outrage,” noted the Chicago Tribune edi- 
torial page on May 26, 1993. 413 

In the face of such severe criticism, acknowledging the full extent 
of Harry Thomason’s activities and the President’s role in promot- 
ing Thomason’s business interests would cause additional political 
vulnerability. With Mrs. Clinton’s health care bill being touted as 
the centerpiece of the Clinton agenda, acknowledging her role in 
the Travel Office would detract from one of the administration’s 
highest priorities at that time. 

The inability to tell the truth about the Travel Office firings 
must be viewed in the context of the poll-driven, image conscious 
Clinton White House of 1993. The President’s popularity polls 
reached a devastating low of 36 percent following the May 19, 1993 
Travel Office firings. 414 The firings had the misfortune of coincid- 
ing with the May 18 $200 haircut aboard Air Force One on the Los 
Angeles International Airport tarmac. 

June 1993 brought hard-fought budget battles in which the 
President’s tax raising budget narrowly passed the Senate by one 
vote. The headlines at the time were brutal: “Another failed Presi- 
dency?” “What Went Wrong?” “The Incredible Shrinking Presi- 
dent.” The hemorrhaging had to be stopped and the President 
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called upon confidante and then Chief of Staff, Mack McLarty, the 
very same person who approved the firings. 

D. THE LAST BEST HOPE FOR A COVER-UP? A MAN FROM HOPE, MACK 

MCLARTY 

The President undermined his own commitment to “get to the 
bottom” of the Travel Office matter in announcing the Management 
Review when he incongruously put the person who had fired the 
employees in charge of the review. Then-Chief of Staff McLarty 
presided over a review in which the conclusions were as pre-deter- 
mined as the decision to fire the Travel Office employees. 

Mr. McLarty did not fail the President. Mr. McLarty participated 
in the cover-up of the President’s involvement in bringing Harry 
Thomason to the White House for the image project. Mr. McLarty 
also concealed how the President inappropriately assisted 
Thomason with getting business for his company, Thomason, Rich- 
land & Martens. Finally, McLarty covered up the fact that the 
President knew about the firings before they occurred. 

While aboard Air Force One, on May 17, 1993, Jeff Eller ap- 
proached senior Presidential aide Bruce Lindsey and informed him 
of the Travel Office and Lindsey asked, “if involved w/HT’s [Harry 
Thomason’s] concern?” 415 Mr. Eller briefed Lindsey on the pending 
firings, Lindsey in turn briefed President Clinton a full 2 days be- 
fore the firings occurred. 416 

But Thomason’s “staged” productions clearly received disastrous 
reviews. It was time for an image make-over. 

1. David Gergen assumes damage control patrol 

The President was reportedly furious with his staff when 
Thomason’s idea of a good story — firing the Travel Office employ- 
ees — went south. There was talk of a staff shake-up. Newspaper 
stories at the time were strikingly critical of the abuse of the FBI 
in these events. The Washington Post had taken the President to 
task: 

But it was wrong to smear them in public as wrongdoers 
in advance of any finding that they have done wrong. If 
they were fired for unconfessed political reasons, that was 
wrong, too. And the apparent muscling of the FBI to put 
a stronger gloss on the case (even as its director fights and 
is beholden to the White House to keep his job) was wrong- 
est of all. 417 

In late May 1993, the President turned to the another image 
maker, David Gergen. It is noteworthy that on May 28th when 
David Gergen was brought to the White House to meet with the 
President about his new position, 418 Harry Thomason and Linda 
Bloodworth-Thomason were in the residence that evening for din- 
ner with Mrs. Clinton. Gergen was ushered up to the residence by 
Roy Neel at approximately 10 p.m. where Gergen met with Mrs. 
Clinton and the President. Mr. Gergen told the committee “I have 


415 WHMR interview notes of Bruce Lindsey, June 9, 1993, CGEPR 0331. 

416 Id. 

417 “The Missing Voice,” the Washington Post, May 26, 1993, p. A18. 

418 Committee interview of David Gergen, September 13, 1995, p. 7. 



96 


to tell you, I do not know Mr. Thomason. If he walked in the door 
now, I wouldn’t know him.” 419 White House residence logs show 
the Thomasons arriving for dinner at 8:30 p.m. and David Gergen 
and the Thomasons leaving the residence together at 1 a.m. 

One of Gergen’s first tasks was to placate the press in the midst 
of the biggest press debacle to that date: the Travel Office firings. 
Mr. Gergen testified he also was involved in quelling rumors that 
Mrs. Clinton and Susan Thomases were behind the firings. Mr. 
Gergen told the press that this charge was false; however, he said 
he could not recall the source of his information. 420 

2. White House Management Review: Truth or Obfuscation ? 

At about the same time Gergen was brought in, McLarty tasked 
Presidential aides John Podesta and Todd Stern to conduct the 
White House Management Review. Mr. Podesta and Stern regu- 
larly reported back their findings to McLarty throughout the re- 
view process. Mr. McLarty, the supervisor of the review, does not 
appear to have informed Podesta and Stern of his conversations 
with Mrs. Clinton until information from other sources surfaced 
about her role. 421 

The White House told the public that John Podesta was put in 
charge of these matters because he had no involvement in the 
events examined. But in fact McLarty, in selecting Podesta to head 
up the matter, selected a person who was knowledgeable about 
Thomason’s efforts to obtain Government contracts as well as the 
President’s efforts to help Thomason. 422 Mr. Podesta forwarded the 
Harry Thomason/Darnell Martens “these guys are sharp” memo to 
McLarty and others. 423 

Mr. Podesta became aware of the February 11, 1993 memo that 
Darnell Martens had forwarded to Harry Thomason when it 
showed up in President Clinton’s “out box” on February 17. 424 As 
Staff Secretary, Podesta was responsible for the daily flow of paper- 
work in and out of the President’s office. Although Podesta had 
never seen the February 11, 1993 memo go into the President’s of- 
fice, he did see it coming out. 425 

On February 16, 1993, Thomason was at the White House, spent 
the night at the White House and even bowled with the President 
that evening. 426 Although Thomason distinctly remembers beating 
the President at bowling that evening, he has “no recollection” of 
giving the President the February 11, 1993 memo soliciting the 
GSA contract for his company, TRM. 427 Podesta found the memo 
in the President’s out box the very next day. 428 

Yet the Management Review, which distinctly addressed the is- 
sues of “personal interests” and “the appearance of favoritism,” to- 
tally ignored Thomason’s efforts in getting Government contracts 


419 Gergen interview, p. 21. 

420 Gergen interview, p. 10. 
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422 See supra Sections V and VI. 
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ing the firings to inform him of the grave concern about loss of records in the Travel Office. 

424 Podesta deposition, p. 54. 
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426 White House residence logs of February 16-17, 1993. 

427 Harry Thomason deposition, pp. 118, 122. 

428 Podesta deposition, p. 54. 
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and President Clinton’s assistance in Thomason’s efforts. While 
earlier drafts of the Management Review included these matters 
and the authors thoroughly reviewed the issues involved, they were 
excluded from the final report. In committee depositions, neither 
Podesta nor Stern could credibly explain how Harry Thomason’s so- 
licitation of aviation contracts had nothing to do with “the appear- 
ance of favoritism.” 429 

3. The Management Review excluded information which was excul- 
patory to Travel Office employees and derogatory to President 
Clinton and his cronies 

Clearly the omitted facts regarding Thomason’s efforts to obtain 
Government business were relevant in learning the true picture be- 
hind the firings. Mr. Podesta had even asked Beth Nolan, the 
White House ethics counsel, to review the issue of whether or not 
Harry Thomason was a special Government employee and whether 
or not issues of conflict of interest pertained to Thomason . 430 But 
when Ms. Nolan came back with a preliminary conclusion that 
Thomason might in fact be a special Government employee and 
might have conflicts, the information was excluded from the final 
report . 431 

In striking contrast, while the Management Review excluded in- 
formation that could have had negative public and possibly legal 
impact on Harry Thomason, its authors spent a large portion of the 
report condemning the Travel Office employees and their oper- 
ations. The authors excluded the most significant finding regarding 
allegations against the employees: that the “kickbacks” allegation 
made by Thomason had no basis in fact . 432 

The kickback allegation provided the predicate for FBI involve- 
ment in the Travel Office matter . 433 In the course of the review, 
Podesta contacted Ross Fischer of Miami Air, who denied he ever 
made the allegation . 434 In fact, it appears the Management Review 
authors recognized this problem. Their own notes allude to con- 
cerns about FBI jurisdiction absent the kickbacks issue . 435 A kick- 
backs discussion was deemed irrelevant, despite the authors’ 
awareness of exculpatory information. 

A pattern developed throughout the course of the review: infor- 
mation unflattering to the Travel Office employees was included in 
the report, exculpatory information was not. In the case of Harry 
Thomason, little unflattering information was included. This is es- 
pecially true where such information might involve the President. 

In seeking derogatory information on the Travel Office employ- 
ees, Podesta reviewed their personnel files . 436 Mary Beck, the Di- 
rector of Personnel in the Office of Administration, said this was 
the only instance during her tenure in the White House in which 
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such an unusual request was made of her office. 437 The files cir- 
culated around the White House for several weeks before Ms. Beck 
made an urgent call for them to be returned. 438 Although asked re- 
peatedly, Podesta could provide no “official need” for the files. 439 

Soon after the firings Thomason retained attorney Bob Bennett 
and Thomason thereafter did not cooperate with Podesta’s review. 
For example, Thomason refused to do a follow-up interview and Po- 
desta became aware that Thomason was not pleased with the direc- 
tion of his report. 440 Mr. Thomason’s actions were successful; his 
stonewalling of Podesta worked. Mr. Podesta gave up on pursuing 
further information about Thomason. 

By omitting the efforts of Thomason’s company, TRM, to get 
business contracts from the Government, the report considerably 
diminished the full picture of Thomason’s abuse of Presidential ac- 
cess. The report thereby made no reference to the President’s com- 
plicity in that abuse. An internal White House memo, over which 
the President initially claimed privilege, asked: 

Doesn’t ICAP [the GSA efforts] show how deeply 
Thomason and his personal interests had infiltrated the 
White House? Is the reason this was not included to avoid 
mentioning the involvement of the President in promoting 
the financial interests of his friends? 441 

The committee believes the answers to these two questions are 
“yes.” 

The fact that TRM and Harry Thomason indeed had sought con- 
tracts clearly undermines his claim that he was not seeking the 
Travel Office business. The Martens memo, which had been made 
public, clearly showed that TRM was seeking the Travel Office 
business; however, it was implausibly dismissed by Martens as not 
meaning precisely what it said. Had the report included informa- 
tion about Thomason’s other Government interests, this informa- 
tion would have been more damaging. 

In contrast to every other interview conducted during the White 
House Management Review, there were reportedly no notes taken 
of the “interview” that Podesta conducted with the President. 442 
Mr. Podesta recalls nothing of the interview with the President, 
whether he discussed the President’s knowledge of the firings, or 
whether he asked about the President’s complicity in Thomason’s 
activities. The only answer Podesta offered was that everything 
that the President told him was in the report. 443 

The review also omitted various documents and comments that 
undermined the official White House story. White House talking 
points of May 13, 1993, authored by Jeff Eller, demonstrated that 
there were plans to fire the employees a full day before Peat 
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Marwick came to the White House. 444 This was left out of the re- 
port. These talking points claimed that the FBI was going to per- 
form an audit, thus showing the real purpose of requesting FBI in- 
volvement. 445 

Another story omitted from the final draft of the Management 
Review was David Watkins’ and Patsy Thomasson’s intimidation of 
Catherine Cornelius. Mr. Watkins enlisted the help of his assist- 
ant, Brian Foucart, to convince Cornelius to resign. 446 Patsy 
Thomasson attempted to go through Cornelius’ friend and room- 
mate, Clarissa Cerda, to secure Cornelius’ resignation. 447 Ms. 
Cerda, however, did not cooperate. Patsy Thomasson contacted 
Cornelius directly regarding Cornelius’ memo on Travel Office reor- 
ganization. 448 Ms. Thomasson wanted it to appear as though Wat- 
kins never relied on Cornelius’ memo on Travel Office reorganiza- 
tion. She wanted Cornelius to conceal any knowledge she had re- 
garding whether Watkins read the memo. 449 

4. The Management Review minimized the role of Mrs. Clinton 

The White House Management Review, while successful in its at- 
tempt to cover up the President’s actions regarding Harry 
Thomason and to conceal documents which demonstrated a pre- 
determined course of action, was not successful in fully concealing 
Mrs. Clinton’s role. Mr. Podesta learned of Mrs. Clinton’s involve- 
ment and interest in the matter when he discovered the May 17, 
1993 memo to McLarty from Watkins regarding the firings. The 
memo includes a notation that it was sent to Mrs. Clinton. 450 

Neither Podesta nor his assistant, Stern, could recall when they 
first learned of this May 17 memo or who provided it to them. 451 
However, it does not appear that Mack McLarty initially made this 
or other information that he had obtained regarding the Travel Of- 
fice firings available to Podesta for his Management Review. 452 

Mr. Stern recalled that he first learned definitively of Mrs. Clin- 
ton’s role on June 8, 1993 when he interviewed World Wide Travel 
employee, Fan Dozier. Ms. Dozier told Stern about a conversation 
she had with Harry Thomason on May 16, 1993. Stern’s notes re- 
count what Dozier told Stern about her conversation with Harry 
Thomason. 

HT [Harry Thomason] said “You mean you’re not up 
there working?” HT said he’d call HRC [Hillary Rodham 
Clinton] and she would be very upset to hear they [the 
seven Travel Office employees] were still there . . . this 
was probably Sunday 5/16. 453 
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Mr. Stern believes he heard vague rumblings about Mrs. Clin- 
ton’s role prior to this date, however the Dozier interview provided 
the first concrete information in that regard. 454 It is clear that Mr. 
Stern was concerned from the earliest days of the Management Re- 
view about the possibility that Mrs. Clinton’s role would be cov- 
ered-up: “if you give answers that aren’t fully honest (e.g. nothing 
re HRC) you risk hugely compounding the problem by getting 
caught in half-truths. You run the risk of turning this into a cover- 
up.” 455 

There was an effort from the beginning, at least on the part of 
Mrs. Clinton, to blur the facts regarding exactly from whom she 
had heard rumors of wrongdoing in the Travel Office. In talking 
points prepared by her staff for the release of the White House 
Management Review, the summary stated: “Mrs. Clinton heard 
rumblings about problems in the Travel Office as did most White 
House staff.” 456 In over 75 depositions and interviews, the commit- 
tee found no basis for the notion that there were “rumblings” 
known to “most White House staff.” Indeed, the opposite is true. 
When asked directly about rumors, most staff stated that they had 
heard nothing until the actual firings. 

Deputy White House Counsel Foster was reluctant to disclose his 
contacts with Mrs. Clinton and President Clinton, or, as he re- 
ferred to them, “the clients.” On May 13, while waiting to see 
McLarty, Foster told Patsy Thomasson that “his clients, meaning 
President and Mrs. Clinton, were concerned about the White House 
Travel Office matter.” 457 These comments, relayed by Ms. 
Thomasson, demonstrate that President and Mrs. Clinton’s interest 
in the Travel Office were communicated to Foster by May 13. 

When Foster was interviewed in the course of the White House 
Management Review, he told John Podesta, “I assume many of the 
conversations I had were privileged.” 458 Mr. Foster initially pro- 
vided all information about the firings, except his contacts with the 
“the clients.” When Foster was asked in his interview if “anyone 
else” was “involved” he responded, “I think that’s all I should say 
about that.” 459 

In Foster’s June 3, 1993 meeting with the White House Manage- 
ment Review team he omitted his conversations with Mrs. Clinton 
about the Travel Office, yet included events as inconsequential as 
getting a haircut in between Travel Office meetings. 460 David Wat- 
kins also carefully omitted the conversation he had with Mrs. Clin- 
ton as well as his knowledge of her involvement from the account 
he provided to Podesta during his interview on June 3, 1993. 461 

Eventually, Foster and Watkins were forced to disclose conversa- 
tions they had with Mrs. Clinton in later interviews with Podesta, 
who had learned elsewhere of Mrs. Clinton’s involvement. 462 How- 
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ever, notes from the June 30 meeting, the same day as Mrs. Clin- 
ton’s interview with Podesta, show that her role was down-played 
as much as possible. 463 

Mr. Foster’s notebook, which was withheld from investigators for 
years, detailed a potential defense for Mrs. Clinton’s involvement: 
“Defend management decision, thereby defend HRC role whatever 
is, was in fact or might have been misperceived to be.” 464 This was 
the line of defense used by the White House. It became essential 
that the “management decision,” firing Dale and others for “cause,” 
be defended. Under this “defend management decision” tactic, it 
appears Foster thought Mrs. Clinton would be protected whether or 
not her true role became known. This would also serve the Presi- 
dent and is in fact the defense the White House continues to as- 
sert. 

The real story was kept from the public. With the Clinton ship 
of state barely afloat after a rocky spring of 1993, the review omit- 
ted what would have been damaging admissions, including: 

• That despite the President’s public denials, he, in fact, knew 
about the planned Travel Office firings BEFORE they oc- 
curred; he was briefed on the firings by Presidential aide Bruce 
Lindsey; and he knew of Thomason’s quest for aviation con- 
tracts. 

• That the President, himself, approved Harry Thomason’s ar- 
rival at the White House for an “image” project and that 
Thomason obtained an official “staff’ pass, not a “volunteer” 
pass. 

• Harry Thomason’s solicitations were not limited to the Trav- 
el Office business, but involved efforts to get a quarter of a mil- 
lion dollar Government contract through an Executive order. 
President Clinton spoke with Thomason and assisted him in 
obtaining Government business. 

• That Mrs. Clinton pressured high ranking White House offi- 
cials and was a driving force behind the firing of the entire 
Travel Office staff on May 19, 1993 and that this pressure 
came before any Peat Marwick review or FBI guidance. 

• That Chief of Staff Mack McLarty, who responded to Mrs. 
Clinton’s pressure, failed to disclose promptly contacts with 
Mrs. Clinton while McLarty was supervising the Management 
Review. 

• That the rumors passed on by Harry Thomason were denied 
by the alleged source of those rumors, the President of Miami 
Air. 

• That initially, in the course of the review, senior White 
House aides Foster, Watkins and McLarty tried to conceal the 
role of Mrs. Clinton in the firings. 

Given these omissions, McLarty was less than honest when he 
stood at the White House press podium and declared that the re- 
port was “thorough” and “candid.” The report was a whitewash for 
the Clinton administration. The report publicly lashed the des- 
ignated scapegoats, who had only responded to pressure from supe- 
riors. As Cornelius explained, “ . . .1 did everything everyone told 
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me to do.” 465 Mr. Watkins was only following orders that he felt 
were impossible to ignore: 

I think all this makes clear that the Travel Office inci- 
dent was driven by pressures for action originating outside 
my Office. If I thought I could have resisted those pres- 
sures, undertaken more considered action, and remained 
in the White House, I certainly would have done so. . . . 

I was convinced that failure to take immediate action in 
this case would have been directly contrary to the wishes 
of the First Lady, something that would not have been tol- 
erated in light of the Secret Service incident earlier in the 
year. 466 

In the end, the White House Management Review had little to do 
with the reality behind the firings. 

IX. The White House’s Failure to Admit Thomason’s Baseless 
“Kickback” A llegations Were False and Led to a Fruitless 
IRS Investigation 


a. introduction 

In a May 20, 1993, news account of the May 19 White House 
Travel Office firings, the Wall Street Journal 467 reported that the 
White House and FBI also were investigating possible kickbacks 
involving the seven fired Travel Office employees and UltrAir. 
Unnamed “officials privately said” and “those familiar with [the in- 
vestigation]” indicated that there were improprieties in the Travel 
Office’s business dealings with UltrAir which another anonymous 
White House source charged “was all done with a wink and a 
nod.” 468 At the time of publication, none of these allegations had 
been corroborated and, in fact, they subsequently were found to 
have been baseless. The White House, so quick to broadcast these 
false allegations, made no effort to retract them and correct the 
record publicly when it learned, within a month, that they were 
without merit. 

Attorney General Janet Reno later would chastise the White 
House openly for improperly announcing the FBI investigation of 
the Travel Office. 469 But the White House’s announcement clearly 
was calculated to “dirty up” the Travel Office employees in order 
to minimize negative reactions to a bald-faced exercise in political 
cronyism by which the Clinton administration installed Presi- 
dential cousin Catherine Cornelius, Clinton campaign travel agency 
World Wide Travel, Clinton charter broker Penny Sample and her 
company, Air Advantage, in the Travel Office while raising the pos- 
sibility of Travel Office opportunities for Harry Thomason, Darnell 
Martens and their partnership, Thomason, Richland and Martens, 
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Inc. (TRM) From the very start, Cornelius and Thomason had been 
key players in the Travel Office coup. 

The White House’s world-wide broadcast of uncorroborated, and, 
in fact, false allegations of criminal conduct against the Travel Of- 
fice employees and UltrAir would have immediate and ominous 
consequences not merely for the Travel Office employees but also 
for UltrAir. Its Smyrna, TN, offices would be raided by IRS agents 
at 3 p.m. on Friday, May 21, 1993, just 1 day after the false allega- 
tions hit newsstands. A former UltrAir executive also found himself 
the subject of an IRS audit in the wake of these false allegations. 

B. ULTRAIR 

UltrAir is an airline charter company founded in 1991 which pro- 
vided press charters to the White House Travel Office starting in 
June 1992. UltrAir was a successor company to White House press 
charter carrier Airline of the Americas. Both companies were 
founded by employees who previously worked for the now-defunct 
Pan Am when it provided White House press charters. 

At 3 p.m. on May 21, 1993, three IRS agents “raided” UltrAir’s 
offices in Smyrna, TN. There, UltrAir chief financial officer Ed 
Hamblin informed the IRS that the firm’s tax records had been 
transferred to Houston, TX. Mr. Hamblin phoned UltrAir CEO Rick 
Millinor in Houston. Mr. Millinor, on the advice of his attorney, 
told the IRS that UltrAir would not surrender its records to IRS. 
At that time, IRS served UltrAir with an administrative summons 
for its records. UltrAir subsequently turned over all requested 
records on June 9, 1993. 

Coming within a day of the White House’s uncorroborated allega- 
tions of criminal wrongdoing against the Travel Office employees 
and UltrAir, the UltrAir raid raised serious concerns of possible 
misuse of the IRS. Those concerns led to investigations by the IRS 
Inspection Service, the Department of Treasury Office of Inspector 
General and the General Accounting Office, which addressed IRS 
issues most substantively in its March 1994, draft report on Travel 
Office operations. 

Predictably, the IRS Inspection Service, in its investigation of the 
matter, found that IRS personnel took no inappropriate actions in 
the UltrAir matter and concluded that there was no evidence of 
any White House contact on the matter. 470 The IRS Inspection 
Service was a strictly internal review, however, and no one outside 
the IRS was interviewed in the course of its investigation. 

The Department of Treasury Office of Inspector General Report, 
conducted pursuant to the July 14, 1993 request of Congressman 
Frank Wolf and released on March 31, 1994, also concluded that 
IRS officials took no inappropriate action and found no evidence of 
White House contact. 471 It did, however, raise additional questions. 
The report referred to an August 5, 1993 letter to Congressman 
Wolf from IRS Commissioner, Peggy Richardson, in which: 
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[S]he stated that IRS Revenue Agents generally do not 
issue a summons during an unannounced visit in connec- 
tion with an examination. Taxpayers are notified of an ex- 
amination through correspondence or by telephone prior to 
an agent’s arrival. 472 

This suggests that the manner of the IRS raid on UltrAir was, in 
fact, unusual. Additionally, the report’s conclusion that, “Based on 
our discussions with IRS officials, and corroborating evidence from 
records of GAO evaluators, we found no evidence that there were 
any contacts generated from anyone at the White House to the IRS 
regarding this matter,” appears less than categorical. 473 If its dis- 
cussions were, in fact, limited to IRS officials and GAO evaluators, 
it is not clear that the investigation exhausted all the available evi- 
dence. Such questions are critical in retrospect, given the Clinton 
White House’s now well-established practices of withholding docu- 
ments and coordinating witness testimony. 

The Treasury OIG Report also noted that an FBI official, subse- 
quently identified as Supervisory Special Agent Tom Carl of the 
FBI Government Fraud Unit: 

. . . contacted an IRS National Office Criminal Inves- 
tigator to obtain some investigative information, if applica- 
ble. The IRS Criminal Investigation did not provide the 
FBI Official with any material information. (This informa- 
tion was corroborated with the IRS Investigator.) The Na- 
tional FBI Official then contacted a Nashville, Tennessee, 

FBI agent to make an investigative inquiry with local IRS 
officials. 474 

Agent Carl, of course, was made aware of the “highest levels” inter- 
est in the Travel Office matter by Associate White House Counsel 
Bill Kennedy. 475 And while Agent Carl made his inquiries in the 
week following the IRS raid on UltrAir, his involvement with both 
the White House Counsel’s office and the IRS investigation of 
UltrAir raises concerns that his understanding of “highest levels” 
interests led to calls to the IRS in Washington and Nashville con- 
cerning UltrAir. While the Treasury OIG Report concluded the IRS 
did not provide any material information to the FBI, it did not say 
whether the FBI provided material information to IRS. 

C. THE ULTRAIR MATTER WAS NOT HANDLED UNDER THE SAME 
STANDARDS AS OTHER POTENTIAL TAX VIOLATIONS 

While the GAO Draft report also suggested that allegations of 
improper contacts among the White House, FBI and IRS were un- 
founded, it too raised further questions. A GAO footnote stated, 
“IRS’ policy is that all referrals of potential tax violations are to be 
handled the same, regardless of the source.” 476 

Yet, the UltrAir raid was not handled in the usual fashion of 
other potential tax violations. The 1-day turnaround between the 
publication of allegations concerning UltrAir in the Wall Street 
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Journal and the May 21, 1993, raid was highly unusual, if not un- 
precedented. In a June 7, 1993, article in Tax Notes Today, Lee A. 
Sheppard reported that several former IRS executives had found 
the raid on UltrAir highly unusual. 477 She wrote that: 

The usual starting point for an IRS examination is a 
[tax] return; without a return, there is nothing for agents 
to talk about. 478 

But UltrAir, which had been founded in 1991, but had not begun 
operations until mid- 1992, had yet to file an income tax return. On 
March 15, 1993, the company had filed for and received an exten- 
sion on its 1992 return. It had filed no return for 1991, in which 
it generated no revenues. Ms. Sheppard added that, 

In a normal audit, the IRS calls first, makes an appoint- 
ment for an agent to visit, and requests documents that it 
needs to examine. 479 

Referring to Internal Revenue Manual chapter 4022.3, Sheppard 
noted that standard IRS practice is to exhaust all other means of 
obtaining the desired information before issuing an administrative 
summons. In other words, the taxpayer must resist IRS requests 
for information; records provided must be thought to be incomplete 
and/or pertinent details withheld; or the availability of the records 
must be in doubt. That was not the case with UltrAir. Ms. 
Sheppard adds, “Aggressive nonfiler procedures, in the sense of 
physically going after the nonfiler, are usually only invoked in 
criminal cases.” 

In her June 28, 1993, follow-up article entitled, “What the IRS 
Travelgate Report Does and Does Not Say,” Sheppard asked: 

Could an excise tax dispute justify sending three agents 
with an administrative summons on an unannounced visit 
to the taxpayer? This requires an assumption that UltrAir 
failed to pay excise taxes, had been notified of that failure, 
and continued to resist paying. That did not happen. 480 

Ms. Sheppard found other aspects of the IRS raid on UltrAir un- 
usual. Given the fact that the IRS report indicated that UltrAir 
was not the subject of a criminal investigation, Sheppard wrote: 

If there is no criminal investigation of UltrAir, why was 
the IRS treating the company like criminals? Why did the 
IRS send three agents to an airline so small that the 
agents outnumbered the airplanes? Why did they make an 
unannounced visit, which is normal procedure for crimi- 
nals? Why did they resort to an administrative summons, 
a coercive tool that the Internal Revenue Manual reserves 
for uncooperative taxpayers? 481 

Not only was the UltrAir case not a criminal matter, the IRS had 
every reason to believe that the company was an otherwise respon- 


477 Lee A. Sheppard, Was the IRS Involved in ‘Travelgate’?; Tax Notes Today, Vol. 59, June 
7, 1993, p. 1301. 
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480 “What the IRS Report Does and Does Not Say,” Lee A. Sheppard, Tax Notes Today, Vol. 
59, June 28, 1993, pp. 1743, 1744. 
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sible corporate citizen. In fact, in October 1992, UltrAir CFO 
Hamblin voluntarily approached the IRS with a question concern- 
ing excise tax compliance and its White House press charter oper- 
ations. Mr. Hamblin worked with the IRS on this issue through 
early 1993, when the IRS tentatively found UltrAir liable for some 
$220,000 in excise taxes related to the White House press char- 
ters. 482 (Because UltrAir had not calculated excise taxes into its 
press charter billings, the White House eventually paid them. The 
IRS ultimately would conclude that the Travel Office was respon- 
sible for collecting excise taxes from the press corps and paying 
them to the IRS.) 483 


D. SECURING THE RECORDS 

GAO provided some insights into why the IRS issued the highly 
unusual administrative summons. GAO reported that once the IRS 
became aware of media stories implicating UltrAir in possible 
wrongdoing at the Travel Office, it was concerned about maintain- 
ing access to UltrAir excise tax records. In particular, it was con- 
cerned that if the FBI subpoenaed those documents, it would no 
longer have access to them. In short, UltrAir was caught up in a 
turf battle between the IRS and the FBI. IRS’ other reported con- 
cerns in securing documents, that UltrAir might destroy documents 
and that it was in the middle of a corporate move to Houston, ap- 
pear specious. The committee is confident that the IRS had suffi- 
cient Houston-based resources to continue any investigation origi- 
nating in Nashville, TN. 

Ironically, IRS personnel advised committee investigative staff in 
an October 23, 1995 briefing that the IRS would not have known 
who — or where — UltrAir was had it not been for the fact that CFO 
Hamblin voluntarily came forward to the IRS some 7 months be- 
fore with his questions concerning excise taxes. In other words, 
Ultr Air’s good faith efforts as a corporate citizen led to its May 21, 
1993, mistreatment as a suspected tax criminal. 

GAO reports that after an IRS agent in Nashville informed a 
group manager and branch chief of the UltrAir media accounts, the 
agents determined that UltrAir had not filed 1991 or 1992 income 
tax returns. 484 In the former case, UltrAir incorrectly assumed that 
it need not file a tax return for a year in which it generated no 
business revenues. In the latter case, UltrAir had filed for an ex- 
tension on March 15, 1993 but IRS computers lost the record. 
UltrAir filed returns for both 1991 and 1992 on July 1, 1993. 

Based on this information, IRS’ Nashville branch chief instructed 
agents to prepare an administrative summons for UltrAir and visit 
its offices unannounced. It never made any effort to call first to 
raise questions and concerns with UltrAir as Sheppard suggested 
would be the normal procedure. 

GAO noted in its report that UltrAir’s refusal, on May 21, 1993, 
to turn over the documents called for in the administrative sum- 
mons was appropriate given its surprise at the raid and the advice 


482 GAO draft letter to (then) ranking minority members of House and Senate committees 
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of its attorneys. UltrAir turned over all requested documents to the 
IRS on June 9, 1993. 488 

E. KPMG PEAT MARWICK: BOTH SIDES NOW 

Importantly, KPMG Peat Marwick’s Nashville, TN-based cer- 
tified public accountants gave UltrAir a clean audit opinion in 
March 1993, in essence stating that it found no sign of irregular- 
ities — such as kickbacks — in UltrAir’s financial records. This is 
noteworthy, given the fact that KPMG Peat Marwick management 
consultants would be brought into the White House Travel Office 
2 months later to look for evidence of kickbacks which could have 
implicated another Peat Marwick client. KPMG Peat Marwick 
found no evidence of kickbacks in the White House Travel Office, 
either. 


F. BILL KENNEDY AND THE IRS 

In his initial meetings with FBI agents, prior to the Travel Office 
firings, Associate White House Counsel Bill Kennedy reportedly 
stated that if the FBI could not assist him, that he would go to an- 
other agency, in particular, the IRS. 486 The investigation of UltrAir 
which immediately ensued prompted investigators to question if 
Kennedy’s stated intentions were acted upon by him or other White 
House officials. But Kennedy has repeatedly, unequivocally, denied 
taking action. Specifically, he testified to the GAO that: 

[H]e did not say that he would call the IRS directly, and 
that he never contacted any IRS official about the White 
House Travel Office or UltrAir. [Emphasis added] 487 

The preceding remarks appear to contradict the notes of a June 28, 
1993, White House Management Review interview of Associate 
White House Counsels Beth Nolan and Cliff Sloan. These notes 
read, in part: 

BK [Associate White House Counsel Bill Kennedy] said 
PR [IRS Commissioner Peggy Richardson] on top of it. She 
said at party IRS on top of it & some reference to IRS 
agents aware or something like that. 488 

We believe this contradiction has not been adequately investigated. 

G. KICKBACK ALLEGATIONS DISPROVED BY THE WHITE HOUSE 

In a June 17, 1993, interview with Ross Fischer of Miami Air, 
White House Staff Secretary John Podesta, who was in charge of 
the White House Management Review, learned that Fischer and 
Miami Air were “never approached for kickback.” Mr. Podesta’s 
handwritten note underscores the words “never approached” 
twice. 489 In his committee deposition, Podesta acknowledged that 
he found no information to substantiate the kickback allega- 
tions. 490 Similarly, no evidence of kickbacks was found by KPMG 
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Peat Marwick (at the Travel Office or UltrAir), the General Ac- 
counting Office, the FBI or the IRS. 

Mr. Podesta was aware that the FBI investigation of the Travel 
Office — and the White House’s smear campaign against the fired 
Travel Office employees and UltrAir — was based in large part on 
the kickbacks allegation. But Podesta refused to advise the FBI of 
his discovery. The White House’s refusal to inform the FBI, the 
IRS, and the press of its discovery immediately, needlessly sub- 
jected UltrAir, former UltrAir president Charles Caudle and the 
fired Travel Office employees to the threat of investigations, audits 
and worse. 

In late 1994, the IRS informed UltrAir that it had no additional 
income tax liability. At approximately the same time, former 
UltrAir president Charles Caudle received a $4,900 tax refund 
when the IRS closed his audit. In testimony before the committee 
in January 1996, Billy Dale and several of his Travel Office col- 
leagues indicated that they faced the threat of IRS audits for well 
over 2 years, but, again, no violations were found. 491 

H. INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 6103 

The committee attempted to determine what precipitated the 
highly unusual 1-day turnaround from the publication of a news 
article to a full-blown audit of a company that had not yet filed its 
first income tax return. However, that attempt was stymied by In- 
ternal Revenue Code Section 6103. 

For good reason, Section 6103 makes it a crime to disclose tax 
records and tax return material without the proper authorities. 
Yet, the president of UltrAir and his attorneys provided several 
successive 6103 waivers to committee staff precisely because they 
hoped the committee’s investigation would uncover the impetus of 
the IRS’ audit. Each successive 6103 waiver form was completed 
with scrupulous attention to requirements dictated by various rep- 
resentatives of the IRS and the Treasury Department. In the end, 
the committee was informed that the IRS was “not comfortable” 
with releasing the requested information. The committee does not 
believe “not comfortable” is a legal term of art which justifies the 
withholding of materials an individual or corporate tax citizen 
wishes to be released. 

Section 6103, at the same time it prevents previous abuses, may 
shield IRS abuses from proper congressional oversight. Without the 
ability to review relevant tax records pursuant to UltrAir’s own 
waiver, too many questions still remain unanswered. 

In her June 30, 1993, Tax Notes Today article entitled: “What 
the IRS Travelgate Report Does and Does Not Say,” Lee A. 
Sheppard wrote: “Nothing in the redacted IRS report addresses the 
exquisite timing of the IRS visit to UltrAir. It seems to be more 
than coincidental.” 492 She concluded: 

As we cannot emphasize too often, the IRS is not a free- 
ranging, all-purpose investigative agency empowered to 


491 Testimony of Billy R. Dale before the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 
January 24, 1996. 

492 Lee A. Sheppard, What the IRS Travelgate Report Does and Does Not Say, Tax Notes 
Today, Vol. 59, p. 1743. 
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root out crimes and misdeeds wherever they may occur. At 
least four people at the IRS had to think that the rough 
treatment of UltrAir was warranted. 493 

The committee concurs in these remarks, and believes that the 
answers to these questions, currently sealed behind IRS Code Sec- 
tion 6103, warrant further attention. Moreover, that executive 
branch officials were aware of investigations arising from their own 
false allegations and took no action to inform the investigators, 
constitutes a reckless abuse of the public trust. 

X. Vincent Foster Became Increasingly Disturbed by the 
Problems Generated by Travelgate — as Did Numerous High 
Ranking White House Officials 

a. despite foster’s initial efforts during the management re- 
view, HE WAS UNSUCCESSFUL IN CONCEALING “THE CLIENTS’” ROLE 
IN THE TRAVEL OFFICE FIRINGS 

On May 13, 1993, almost a week before the Travel Office firings, 
Foster disclosed to Patsy Thomasson that “the clients” were inter- 
ested in this matter. Ms. Thomasson reports that “the clients” was 
how Foster referred to President and Mrs. Clinton. 

John Podesta and Todd Stern testified that Deputy Counsel Vin- 
cent Foster did not inform them of his contacts with Mrs. Clinton 
concerning the Travel Office prior to the firings. 494 However, Pode- 
sta and Stern did learn of Mrs. Clinton’s involvement from other 
sources and questioned Foster in a second interview. 495 Mr. Foster 
raised the issue of privileged conversations in his White House 
Management Review interview. 496 In the days prior to his death, 
Foster expressed his serious concerns about getting outside counsel 
for “the clients.” 497 

Independent Counsel Fiske concluded in his report: “Those close 
to Foster have stated that the single greatest source of his distress 
was the criticism he and others within the Counsel’s Office received 
following the firing of seven employees from the White House Trav- 
el Office.” 498 Mrs. Clinton told Independent Counsel Fiske she 
never talked with Foster about the Travel Office in June or July 
1993, 499 and was unaware of his concerns. In his committee deposi- 
tion, Nussbaum testified that he thought Mrs. Clinton discussed 
the report or related events with Foster at some time at or around 
the release of the Management Review. 500 

Mrs. Clinton’s role in the Travel Office firings became an issue 
following the release of the July 2, 1993 Management Review. With 
the onset of numerous investigations into the firings, the role of 
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President Clinton and Mrs. Clinton was again a problematic issue 
in the Counsel’s office. 

B. THE MANAGEMENT REVIEW’S INCLUSION OF BILL KENNEDY’S REF- 
ERENCE TO THE INVOLVEMENT OF “THE HIGHEST LEVELS” OF THE 
WHITE HOUSE IN THE FIRINGS RAISED PROBLEMS FOR BOTH PRESI- 
DENT CLINTON AND MRS. CLINTON 

Mr. Foster reportedly was distraught by reports from FBI agents 
who said Kennedy informed them the Travel Office matter had the 
interest of those at “the highest levels” and “the highest level” at 
the White House. 501 Mr. Kennedy also was reported saying that if 
the FBI didn’t respond quickly, he would call the IRS. 502 Mr. Fos- 
ter strongly opposed including this account in the Management Re- 
view. 503 The inclusion of the FBI version of events, in effect, veri- 
fied the agents’ accounts of these discussions. This implicit admis- 
sion opened the door to consider further both Mrs. Clinton’s and 
President Clinton’s involvement in the firings. 

Mr. Kennedy denied making these statements to the FBI 
agents, 504 however, the fact that the Management Review included 
a reprimand of Kennedy, acknowledges that the word of four FBI 
agents had been implicitly accepted over that of Kennedy. The com- 
mittee, having interviewed all four FBI agents and reviewed their 
sworn statements to OPR, also finds them credible. Mr. Kennedy’s 
statements about whether or not he referred to “the highest levels” 
of the White House being interested in the Travel Office, are in di- 
rect conflict with the testimony of the four FBI agents. 

In addition to the sworn testimony of four FBI agents, the com- 
mittee obtained testimony from an additional witness, Matthew 
Moore, who was part of Watkins’ team of assistants assembled on 
May 13, 1993 to prepare for the Peat Marwick review the next day. 
According to Moore, Kennedy told the group, “something to the de- 
gree that you know, this goes to the highest level, the concern 
about this, you know, goes to the highest level.” 505 

It is notable that in the course of the White House Management 
Review, Podesta and Stern re-interviewed the FBI agents to be 
sure they would uphold their version of events. Messers. Podesta 
and Stern also gave Kennedy a second chance to change his ac- 
count. 506 According to numerous White House aides, Foster argued 
in vain that these comments should not be included in the report 
and that Kennedy’s version of events should be accepted. 507 Mr. 
Foster also was upset because he felt responsible for Kennedy’s in- 
volvement, and expressed remorse at not having handled the mat- 
ter himself. 508 Mr. Foster’s close friend, Webb Hubbell, told OPR 
investigators that, “even after the White House Report was re- 
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leased . . . Foster continued to be upset that Kennedy had been 
reprimanded.” 509 

If, as FBI agents stated and now have testified under oath to 
OPR, Kennedy did point to the involvement of “the highest levels” 
of the White House in the Travel Office firings, then future inves- 
tigations could pose problems for President and Mrs. Clinton. 
Would criminal investigators ask Foster or Kennedy about the role 
of President and Mrs. Clinton? 

If there were misuse of Harry Thomason’s access to the White 
House and his status as a special Government employee became an 
issue, what would Foster have to disclose regarding the knowledge 
of those at the highest levels? What were the liabilities of the 
President and First Lady in helping Thomason obtain Government 
business, including the Travel Office? 

Mr. Foster’s handwritten notebook detailing the Travel Office 
saga notes “misuse of FBI” followed by “they deny” and “HR no 
role.” 510 In this context, “HR” appears to refer to “Hillary 
Rodham.” Was Foster worried that Mrs. Clinton might be dragged 
into the “misuse of the FBI” issue? If so, why? 

Following the release of the Management Review, Foster talked 
with his sister and his brother-in-law, Sheila and Beryl Anthony, 
on the occasion of a July 9 dinner. He voiced his concerns with the 
report and his belief that the “FBI lied regarding the Travel Office 
matter.” Sheila Anthony said she thought that Foster’s “remarks 
regarding the FBI concerned the conversations between the White 
House Counsel’s Office and the FBI that had been described in the 
White House Report.” 511 Mr. Anthony said these remarks made a 
“big impression” on him because Foster was not “subject to exag- 
geration and never made inflammatory remarks.” 512 

Mr. Foster also told his sister that he was considering resigning 
his position at the White House. 513 While it is possible that Foster 
believed Kennedy when Kennedy said he made no such statements 
to the FBI agents, Foster himself, on the same day, informed Patsy 
Thomasson that “the clients” — the same people who are at “the 
highest levels” — were concerned. It appears unlikely that Foster 
would have shared information about the President and Mrs. Clin- 
ton’s interest in this matter with others such as Ms. Thomasson, 
but not with Kennedy. Mr. Foster repeatedly told Watkins of Mrs. 
Clinton’s interest. 514 Since Kennedy was the main person Foster 
had tasked with responding to this matter, it is implausible that 
he did not inform Kennedy of Mrs. Clinton’s interest. 

Perhaps what Foster didn’t believe is that Kennedy would have 
been foolish enough to tell outsiders at the FBI of Mrs. Clinton’s 
interest. But the committee has obtained new documentation sug- 
gesting Kennedy, indeed, was prone to exerting his influence over 
outside agencies and engaging in a pattern of intimidation. 515 The 
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committee’s own experience with Kennedy is consistent with this 
pattern. 516 

Prior to considering resignation, it is significant that Foster him- 
self was considered for a reprimand for his actions in the Travel 
Office. Mr. Nussbaum informed the committee that when he heard 
that Kennedy was to be reprimanded for his actions, he went to 
McLarty and demanded that he and Foster also be reprimanded in 
the belief that the Counsel’s office should stick together. 517 Mr. 
Nussbaum says that when he told Foster of his demand that they 
all be reprimanded, “[Foster] didn’t look about it as happy as I did, 
at that point.” 518 However, Nussbaum and Foster were not rep- 
rimanded. This would have brought matters closer to “the highest 
levels” when the White House intended to contain this to mid-level 
staff. “Low-level” staff are often available to take responsibility for 
mistakes in the Clinton White House. 

But it was not low-level staff who were responsible for this blun- 
der, as claimed by the White House. It was not the “inexperience 
and ineptitude” of young White House staff who gave Harry 
Thomason free reign in the White House. It was the arrogance and 
favor-seeking of President Clinton’s friends and family, championed 
by senior White House aides, responding to President and Mrs. 
Clinton that caused these problems. 

C. FOSTER WAS TROUBLED BY THE PROSPECT OF NUMEROUS CONGRES- 
SIONAL AND CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS INTO THE TRAVEL OFFICE 

FIRINGS 

Members of Congress, both from the House and the Senate, 
called for the immediate appointment of an independent counsel 
and were getting support from the media by mid-July. On July 2, 
1993, the very day that the White House Management Review was 
released, President Clinton was forced to sign a bill that included 
a provision providing for a General Accounting Office review of the 
Travel Office firings. 519 The GAO review provision was inserted by 
Senator Byrd on an appropriations bill. 520 

The White House already ran into trouble with GAO reviews of 
the White House purchase of a new phone system and a resume 
reviewing system in 1993. The thought of GAO investigators exam- 
ining the “management decision” Foster had vowed “to defend” was 
another headache for the already overburdened Deputy White 
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House Counsel who was spending many of his working hours on 
personal matters for the Clintons. 521 

Senior Democrats in Congress were skeptical about the Manage- 
ment Review and Chairman Jack Brooks was reported to have told 
Mack McLarty he should have fired people higher up. 522 Chairman 
Brooks was faced with fending off a “House Resolution of Inquiry” 
in the Judiciary Committee. 

On June 16, 1993, Republican House leaders and then ranking 
minority member of the Government Operations Committee Wil- 
liam Clinger filed a “House Resolution of Inquiry,” 523 which was 
considered on July 14, 1993. The resolution allowed the House to 
ask the President to provide certain documents and answer specific 
questions focusing on the possible misuse of the FBI and the IRS. 
While the President could not be compelled to respond to a “Sense 
of Congress” resolution, it would have put Congress on record as 
demanding responses from the White House. 

Clinton administration officials were hard at work to ward off 
the attempt to open a congressional inquiry. In a July 13, 1993 let- 
ter to Chairman Brooks, President Clinton pledged that the Attor- 
ney General would have the administration’s “full cooperation” in 
a Department of Justice review of the Management Review. 524 
Chairman Brooks and his staff were communicating with the Asso- 
ciate Attorney General Webb Hubbell in the days leading up to the 
July 14, 1993 consideration of the Resolution of Inquiry 525 and a 
letter to the committee was received from the Attorney General. 526 

The “House Resolution of Inquiry” required President Clinton to 
turn over all responsive documents and answer questions concern- 
ing FBI and IRS actions related to the firings. 527 During the days 
and weeks leading up to the Resolution, IRS Commissioner Peggy 
Richardson made numerous calls to Webb Hubbell. 528 The Resolu- 
tion was defeated but House rules still allowed for the full House 
to vote on the inquiry and a plan was in the works for a vote later 
in the month. 

In the weeks following the Management Review, Foster discussed 
his growing concerns about where the investigations would lead 
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with a number of people inside and outside the White House. 529 
Both Podesta and Stern, co-authors of the Management Review, re- 
call talking with Foster after the report was completed. They were 
tasked with responding to congressional efforts in the “House Reso- 
lution of Inquiry.” Podesta discussed one such conversation in his 
committee deposition: 

Question. Can you describe the discussions you had with 
him about congressional inquiries? 

Answer. I think that he was — I specifically recall driving 
him home one evening, obviously prior to July 20th, in 
which he expressed concern about the Hill and what was 
going on and what was happening on the Resolution of In- 
quiry, et cetera. 

Question. So you place this discussion sometime prior to 
the House Resolution of Inquiry, or thereabouts? 

Answer. I would place it between July 2nd and July 
20th. I think it was before our briefing of the House com- 
mittee, so it would have been probably the week of the 4th 
or something. 

Question. Do you recall having any discussion with him 
after you briefed the committee, telling him what went on 
with the committee or after the vote? 

Answer. After the vote of the committee? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I don’t know whether I discussed it with him. 

I might have. I generally thought that his concern was se- 
rious enough that I needed to let him know what was 
going on. 530 

The timing of a call that Foster made to Jim Lyons is consistent 
with concerns that he had about the Resolution of Inquiry. Mr. 
Lyons reported that Foster called him in a panic approximately a 
week before his death and wanted Lyons to come to Washington as 
soon as possible to assist him in the Travel Office matter. 531 By the 
next day, Foster had called back to inform him that the situation 
was not as urgent. Mr. Lyons planned to travel to Washington, DC 
the following week and he and Foster made plans to get together 
to discuss the Travel Office and other matters. 532 This was also the 
week in which Foster spoke with Susan Thomases and Jim Hamil- 
ton about Travel Office matters. 533 

Mr. Foster’s notes also indicate that he was preparing for defend- 
ing these issues in various forums, including congressional inves- 
tigations, the GAO review, and the Department of Justice. In his 
handwritten notes, he did a detailed analysis of “opponents theo- 
ries” and wrote, “avoid forcing DOJ.” 534 In preparing for hearings 
or litigation, Foster identified numerous problems for himself and 
other White House lawyers and staff such as: “5. communications 
by joint defense . . . application to Bernie speaking for WH . . ., 
6. Witnesses by virtue of participation in mgment review ... 9. 


529 OPR Report, pp. 82-92. 

530 Deposition of John Podesta, pp. 187-188. 

531 OPR Report, p. 91. 

532 Id. 

533 Id., fn. 97. 

534 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 1045, 1047. 



115 


Accumulation of add’l evidence, e.g. HT [Harry Thomason] tapes, 535 
nexis tvl office, news file . . . 13. Does everyone who edited report 
become a witness . . . existence of drafts ... 14. Difficulty of oper- 
ating prep w/ 3-4 ws [witnesses] in office..” One item he noted: 
“Communications w/top 2” apparently referring to President and 
Mrs. Clinton. 536 

On July 15, 1993, the day after the Resolution of Inquiry was de- 
feated, then Deputy Attorney General Phil Heymann directed the 
Office of Professional Responsibility to investigate the FBI’s re- 
sponse to the White House in investigating the firings. The Public 
Integrity Section of the Justice Department already had a criminal 
investigation underway concerning the Travel Office operations and 
allegations of wrongdoing by the White House. Clearly many White 
House witnesses, including Foster and others at “the highest lev- 
els” would be called upon to testify — and under oath. 

While there were numerous other matters arising with respect to 
Whitewater — the Clintons’ taxes and other potential problems for 
the White House that Foster would be dealing with, it appears that 
the Travel Office and the future problems it threatened, weighed 
particularly heavily on Mr. Foster. 

D. FOSTER WAS IN THE MIDDLE OF PROBLEMS RELATED TO HARRY 
THOMASON, WHICH WERE STARTING TO GATHER STEAM 

Mr. Foster’s general anxiety about the burgeoning Travel Office 
problems included concerns about Harry Thomason. The issue of 
whether Harry Thomason was a special Government employee and 
whether his actions constituted a conflict of interest was going to 
be reviewed by both Congress and criminal investigators and was 
generating considerable press attention. 537 Mr. Foster in turn 
tasked White House Associate Counsels Beth Nolan and Cliff Sloan 
with reviewing Thomason’s status as a special Government em- 
ployee. 

During the Management Review, Podesta requested Nolan and 
Sloan to review conflicts of interest and standards of conduct is- 
sues. Ms. Nolan concluded that Penny Sample of Air Advantage 
was a special Government employee and that it was possible that 
Harry Thomason was a special Government employee. 538 Mr. Fos- 
ter held several meetings with Nolan and Sloan on July 7 and 8, 
1993 about these issues. These meetings are reflected in Foster’s 
handwritten Travel Office notebook where potential defenses to 
these issues are mapped out. 539 

On July 7, 1993, Foster’s notes reflect a discussion of Harry 
Thomason as an “SGE who violated ethics rules (criminal?) re pro- 
moting his company ... at least in getting goodwill ( — by promot- 


535 The committee has subpoenaed all documents related to Harry Thomason including tapes. 
Committee staff has particularly asked about Harry Thomason tapes and asked for all tapes 
he may have produced or provided. The only tape the committee has received to date is “The 
Man from Hope.” 

536 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 1048. 

537 A July 9, 1993 Washington Times editorial by columnist Tony Snow was forwarded to Fos- 
ter by Mack McLarty’s senior counselor Bill Burton and found in Foster’s long withheld Travel 
Office file. The column details the legal problems that Harry Thomason might face in the con- 
flicts area and potential problems for other White House officials, including the First Lady. 

538 Memorandum for John Podesta and Todd Stern from Beth Nolan, Re: Questions from Trav- 
el Office Report re Harry Thomason, July 1993, CGE 43223. 

539 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 000965. 
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ing process by which there would be competitive bidding?)” 540 On 
this same day, Foster’s notes read: “Need for coordinating litiga- 
tor.” 541 

Again on July 8, 1993, Foster’s notes indicate a meeting with 
Beth Nolan and Cliff Sloan in which they discussed the status of 
Harry Thomason and in which Foster accurately comments, “can- 
not evade ‘appointed’” and points out the 18 U.S.C. 202 definition 
of SGE as “retained ... to perform formal duties.” 542 Learning 
the law that applies to special Government employees, Foster rec- 
ognized there were potential problems. 

On July 8, 1993, Peat Marwick auditors brought Foster more bad 
news. The auditors strongly disagreed with the conclusions of the 
Management Review. 543 The seams of the cover-up were beginning 
to fray. How would they “defend the management decision” if they 
had to worry about Peat Marwick? Would Thomason’s role become 
more of a problem if they didn’t have the Peat Marwick report as 
an excuse for the firings? 

The information regarding Peat Marwick auditors “disagreeing,” 
which is reflected in Foster’s notebook, appears to have been re- 
layed to him by David Watkins. The notes also appear to discuss 
Watkins’ response to the Management Review with Watkins argu- 
ing that most managers would make the same decision. 544 Mr. Fos- 
ter’s notes of July 8 reflect sentiments similar to those in Watkins’ 
“soul cleansing memo.” In that memorandum, Watkins’ writes, “I 
. . . explained my decision to terminate them; I explained that 
from a management perspective, in this case it was best to relieve 
them all immediately from their jobs and provide them an addi- 
tional two weeks in pay. ... I explained that in light of the mis- 
management, it was best to dismiss the entire office.” 545 

By this time, Justice Department lawyers were trying to get an 
interview with Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens for the ongo- 
ing criminal investigation into the Travel Office to no avail. On 
July 8, 1993, Thomason’s lawyers contacted the Counsel’s office 
and spoke with Cliff Sloan and requested a copy of the notes from 
the interview in which Thomason participated with Podesta and 
Stern during the Management Review and informed him the Jus- 
tice Department had requested an interview of Thomason. 546 Sloan 
did not initially provide the notes, but was later instructed by 
Nussbaum to read the notes verbatim over the phone to 
Thomason’s lawyer. 547 

Both Mack McLarty and Rahm Emanuel contacted Harry 
Thomason on July 8, 1993. 548 

On July 9, 1993, there were several news items that directly re- 
lated to Harry Thomason. The Washington Post carried an analysis 
in A1 Kamen’s column of Harry Thomason’s status as a special 


540 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 000965. 

541 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 000966. 

542 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 1052. 

543 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 00967. 

544 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 0967. 

545 Watkins “soul cleansing memo,” CGE 012288. 

546 Phone records of Cliff Sloan, July 8, 1993, CGE 37130. 

547 Committee deposition of Cliff Sloan, June 28, 1996, p. 48. 

548 Phone logs of Harry Thomason, Thomason document production, Bates Stamp No. 000820. 
Thomason had called McLarty on July 6, 1993 and his attorney contacted Cliff Sloan on July 
7, 1993. 
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Government employee. The article noted that Thomason had a 
“special assignment” at the White House and was one of the “cou- 
ple handfuls” of Clinton pals with “the ultimate power symbols in 
Washington: a permanent White House pass that allows free access 
to much of the compound. . . .”549 Two other people with White 
House passes were Harold Ickes 550 and Susan Thomases. Ickes 
and Thomases were exchanging phone calls with Thomason during 
this time. 551 Harry Thomason called Harold Ickes at 3:50 p.m. on 
the afternoon of July 9, 1993. 552 

Harold Ickes and Susan Thomases, two powerful New York attor- 
neys, were regularly working at the White House throughout the 
spring without the benefit of any conflicts of interest analysis or re- 
view of their status. Clearly they could be open to many of the 
same problems as Thomason. 

The Washington Post article also stated that, when asked if the 
White House examined this issue, “a senior official there said the 
lawyer in charge of ethics, Beth Nolan, looked into it and concluded 
Thomason was not covered by the law.” 553 However, Nolan’s phone 
logs from the same day show that she had a “telephone conference 
with Vince Foster,” which notes that she left a message with Ricki 
Seidman, then Communications Director for McLarty, talked with 
Podesta and Stern, and planned to call Arthur Jones, a White 
House press spokesman. Nolan also had notes which contradict this 
statement: “not clear HT [Harry Thomason] had no official status 
(Got it from Mack).” 554 Furthermore, the committee is in receipt of 
numerous analyses in which Nolan did indicate Harry Thomason 
could be viewed as a special Government employee. 555 

The Washington Times also had an article on July 9, 1993, which 
discussed the fact that Republican leaders were investigating 
whether Thomason “used his quasi-federal officer status to steer 
White House travel business to his company in violation of federal 
law.” 556 In this article, White House spokesman Arthur Jones 
claimed Thomason never held any official status at the White 
House . . . “He’s not a federal employee . . . He’s just a friend.” 557 
A hard hitting column in the Detroit News also highlighted the 
conflicts of interest problems of Harry Thomason and the role of 
high ranking White House officials as well as Mrs. Clinton. 558 This 


549 “White House May Clamp Down on Passes,” the Washington Post, July 9, 1993. 

550 Harold Ickes is currently the Deputy Chief of Staff. His major responsibilities however in- 
clude handling the damage control matters related to various Clinton scandals from Whitewater 
to Travelgate to the various Independent Counsels investigating Clinton officials. Special Coun- 
sel Jane Sherburne testified in her committee deposition that she reports to Harold Ickes. 

551 “Ickes, Clinton Insider and Puerto Rico Advocate, Shows Not All Who Lobby Must Wait 
in the Hall,” Jeffrey Birnbaum, Wall Street Journal, September 21, 1993, p. A24; “Ickes Has 
His Special Pass to the White House Pulled,” Wall Street Journal, September 29, 1993. 

552 Thomason phone logs. 

553 “White House May Clamp Down on Passes,” the Washington Post, July 9, 1993. 

554 Beth Nolan phone logs for July 9, 1993, Nolan document production, Bates Stamp No. 
B00059. 

555 Memorandum from Nolan to John Podesta and Todd Stern, dated July 1993, Subject: Ques- 
tions from Travel Office Report re Harry Thomason, CGE 43223-43234; July 10, 1993 draft of 
above memorandum, CGE 43235—43246; memorandum from Nolan to Cliff Sloan, July 13, 1993, 
Preliminary Thoughts on Travel Office Report re Harry Thomason, CGE 43266-43275; memo- 
randum from Nolan to Sloan, June 20, 1993, Subject: Response to Questions from Republican 
Leadership (includes analysis of Thomason as SGE), CGE 043210-43213. 

556 “GOP says Thomason may have broken law,” the Washington Times, July 9, 1993. 

557 “GOP says Thomason may have broken law,” the Washington Times, July 9, 1993. 

558 “Travelgate Far From Over,” the Detroit News, Gannett News Service, July 9, 1993. 
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column was forwarded to Foster’s attention from Mack McLarty’s 
Chief of Staff, Bill Burton. 

Mr. Thomason made phone calls to New York lawyer and First 
Lady confidante Susan Thomases as well as, Harold Ickes on a 
number of occasions in July 1993. 559 Susan Thomases, in turn, tes- 
tified that she talked with Foster about the Travel Office on July 
14. Ms. Thomases came to Washington, visited Nussbaum at the 
White House, and told him she was worried about Foster. 560 Har- 
old Ickes has a July 14, 1993 message from Susan Thomases which 
reads, “1) Alan Barnes — more 2) Vince Foster.” 561 

On July 14, 1993, Harry Thomason’s attorney was again checked 
with Cliff Sloan about obtaining documents related to the White 
House Management Review. Mr. Sloan noted that Carl Rauh, one 
of Thomason’s attorneys, “called and talked to him — suggested that 
we could discuss matter but I didn’t want to turn over docs. He 
agreed.” 562 

On July 15, 1993, the day after Susan Thomases’ visit with Fos- 
ter, she called Harry Thomason. Harry Thomason later placed a 
call to Thomases at 3:40 p.m. on July 15, 1993. 563 At 5:20 p.m. that 
evening, Harold Ickes called Thomason. 564 At 6:53 that evening, 
Foster’s brother-in-law, Beryl Anthony, faxed the names of six at- 
torneys, as was requested by Foster earlier that month. 565 Consist- 
ent with the lack of recall among senior officials close to the Clin- 
tons, neither Harry Thomason, nor Harold Ickes, could remember 
anything about these phone calls or ever talking about any con- 
cerns about Foster prior to his death. 566 Ms. Thomases’ recollec- 
tions are hazy. 567 

The next day, Friday, July 16, started out with another flurry of 
calls back and forth. Harry Thomason called Harold Ickes at 9:14 
a.m. and Susan Thomases at 9:17 a.m. Harold Ickes had a 12:30 
p.m. message from Susan Thomases who also called Harry 
Thomason that day. On Sunday, July 18, 1993, two calls were 
placed to the White House from Harry Thomason’s California resi- 
dence — one to Mrs. Clinton’s office and the other to the main White 
House number. 568 Again, no one recalls any details of these con- 
versations. However, from the timing of the calls, the events which 
were going on at the time, and the disclosures by Ms. Thomases 
that she did speak with Foster about his grave concerns over the 


559 Both Harry Thomason and Harold Ickes share the same lawyer — Bob Bennett. Mr. Bennett 
is also representing the President in the Paula Jones sexual harassment lawsuit. 

560 Thomases’ Senate testimony regarding this evening meeting with Foster was inconsistent 
with previous testimony she had provided to Independent Counsel Fiske on June 14, 1994 in 
which she had recounted that she had lunch with Foster and some other people on the Wednes- 
day or Thursday before his death and “she noted no change in his demeanor or physical appear- 
ance but was aware that he was working very hard and was under considerable pressure.” 
“Hearings related to Madison Guaranty S&L and the Whitewater Development Corporation — 
Washington, DC Phase,” 103d Congress, Volume II, July 29, 1994, pp. 1777-78. 

561 Harold Ickes phone logs, Ickes document production, Bates Stamp No. HR-0036. 

562 Cliff Sloan phone logs, CGE 037130. Cliff Sloan did eventually read over the phone to 
Thomason’s attorney the White House Management Review interview notes from Thomason’s 
interview with Podesta and Sloan. Committee deposition of Cliff Sloan, June 28, 1996, pp. 49, 
54-56 

563 Harry Thomason phone logs, Thomason document production, Bates Stamp No. 0822. 

56 4 Id. 

565 CGE 2649-2654. 

566 Committee deposition of Harold Ickes, June 14, 1996, p. 90; Thomason deposition, p. 205. 

567 See hearing on Investigation into the Whitewater Development Corp. and Related Matters, 

May 14, 1996. 

568 Harry Thomason phone billing records. 
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Travel Office, it is very probable these individuals at least ad- 
dressed matters related to the Travel Office or Mr. Foster’s con- 
cerns and depression. 

In the days leading up to July 20, 1993, Mrs. Clinton was staying 
with the Thomasons at their home in California. Therefore, some 
of the phone calls that involved Mr. Thomason also could have in- 
cluded Mrs. Clinton. There may have been discussions about these 
matters between or among Thomason, Susan Thomases, Harold 
Ickes and Mrs. Clinton. 

Over the weekend, Friday, July 16 — Sunday, July 18, 1993, Fos- 
ter decided to go on a weekend trip to the Maryland shore with his 
wife. He was joined by Webb and Suzie Hubbell and Michael and 
Carolyn Cardozo. Mr. Hubbell testified that he never discussed the 
Travel Office with Foster over this weekend, “even though you may 
find that hard to believe.” 569 Mr. Hubbell also claims he and Fos- 
ter never had any conversations about the Travel Office prior to 
the firings, and only a few very general conversations after the 
firings. Since Foster was such a close friend of Hubbell’s it is dif- 
ficult to believe that Hubbell didn’t have any conversations about 
the Travel Office with Foster over that weekend since he had been 
talking with so many other people about this topic at that time. 570 
Mr. Hubbell also has maintained that he never spoke with Foster 
about the Travel Office prior to the firings. 571 

But there appears to be a cryptic, but logical, reference in Fos- 
ter’s Travel Office notebook to a conversation that Foster had with 
Hubbell on May 13, 1993; a critical day in the Travelgate saga. In 
a section where Foster lays out a detailed chronology, on Thursday, 
May 13 after he has met with the FBI agents in the afternoon, he 
has the reference, “WH & I, he agrees.” 572 The context of the notes 
and the timing of these comments suggest that Foster may have 
called Webb Hubbell after the FBI agents left that afternoon. Mr. 
Foster said he had to check with “higher ups” to see if they wanted 
to have the FBI present for the Peat Marwick review. Later in the 
evening of May 13, the FBI agents were informed that they should 
not plan on attending the “audit.” 573 

Mr. Hubbell maintains that he never discussed the matters with 
his close friend, Mr. Foster, even though they were together at the 
height of the controversy. Mr. Hubbell, at least, acknowledged that 
Foster had expressed some general concerns about the Travel Of- 
fice and his concerns with the workload in the Counsel’s office prior 
to this weekend. 574 Mr. Hubbell informed the committee that Fos- 
ter was generally anxious, even paranoid, during this time. Mr. 
Hubbell attributed this to Foster’s “illness.” But it also appears 
there were real reasons for his concerns about the Travel Office 
and that they led directly to White House officials at “the highest 
levels.” 

On the evening of Foster’s death, Mrs. Clinton was travelling to 
Little Rock from California. Upon learning of Mr. Foster’s death, 


569 Committee interview of Webster Hubbell, June 16, 1995. 

570 The OPR Report notes that Foster spoke with Jim Lyons, Jim Hamilton, Susan Thomases, 
Bruce Lindsey and others at the White House about his concerns. OPR Report, p. 91, fn. 97. 

571 Informal committee interview, June 16, 1993. 

572 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 001050. 

573 OPR Report, p. 33. 

574 OPR Report, p. 85; committee interview of Hubbell, June 16, 1995. 
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Harry Thomason — who met Foster for the first time in May 1993 — 
was the second person Mrs. Clinton called. The first person Mrs. 
Clinton called was her Chief of Staff, Maggie Williams. Upon con- 
cluding her call with Harry Thomason, Mrs. Clinton called Susan 
Thomases. 575 

E. FOSTER STRONGLY ARGUED FOR PRIVATE ATTORNEYS TO ASSIST 

THE WHITE HOUSE IN HANDLING THE COMING INVESTIGATIONS BUT 

NUSSBAUM REBUFFED HIM. FOSTER DISCUSSED THE ISSUES WITH 

OUTSIDE ATTORNEYS AND FRIENDS 

On July 9, 1993, the day after Thomason received a call from 
McLarty and Thomason’s lawyers informed the White House of the 
Justice Department’s request for an interview with Thomason, Fos- 
ter was seeking outside attorneys to assist White House staff in an- 
ticipation of future problems. Foster spoke with his brother-in-law, 
Beryl Anthony, asking for names of attorneys. 576 Mr. Anthony ex- 
plained that Foster’s concerns “might stem from the fact that some 
White House staff may have reported information to Foster that 
had not been made public but that he would be asked to testify 
about.” 577 

Mr. Foster spoke with Jim Lyons about the need for outside 
counsel in this matter. Mr. Lyons is the Denver attorney who did 
the “Lyons report” on the Whitewater investments during the 1992 
campaign. Foster and Lyons got to know each other through work- 
ing together on the campaign and throughout the transition. 

Mr. Lyons reported that Foster was: 

concerned that he was so involved in the Travel Office 
matter that it had affected of his objectivity in advising 
‘his clients,’ the Clintons, on how to handle the matter. 
Foster thought it might be necessary for them to have 
independent/outside counsel to advise them on this mat- 
ter. 578 

Mr. Lyons also reported that Foster claimed there was something 
in the report which concerned him, and he sent the report to Lyons 
to see if Lyons could find the source of Foster’s concern. 579 Lyons 
told Foster that while he saw no apparent problems in the report, 
he would be happy to discuss it with him further. 580 They spoke 
again on the evening of Sunday, July 18, 1993 to plan a meeting 
later in the week. Lyons was going to meet with Foster on Wednes- 
day, July 21, 1993. 

Mr. Foster repeatedly suggested to Nussbaum that President and 
Mrs. Clinton needed outside counsel in this matter. These were not 
the rantings of a man losing touch with reality. In fact, it appears 
that, despite his depression, Vince Foster was one of the few White 
House officials who saw matters clearly. 

Mr. Lyons said that Foster discussed the issue of outside counsel 
for the President concerning the Travel Office matter with Lyons, 


575 See Final Report of the Special Committee to Investigate Whitewater Development Cor- 
poration and Related Matters, June 17, 1996, p. 46. 

576 OPR Report, p. 90. 

577 OPR Report, p. 90. 

578 OPR Report, p. 90. 

579 OPR Report, p. 90. 

580 OPR Report, p. 91. 
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Lindsey, Susan Thomases and Washington attorney James Hamil- 
ton. 581 Clearly, matters were heating up and talented lawyers were 
being sought. Now the White House had to cover-up the cover-up. 

XI. Foster’s Death Generated Another Layer of a Cover-up 

Over a Cover-up 

A. FOSTER’S DEATH SHATTERED A WHITE HOUSE JUST RECOVERING 
FROM AN ABYSMAL FIRST 6 MONTHS OF ADMINISTRATION 

The President’s popularity polls were just inching over 40 per- 
cent when Vincent Foster’s death shattered the White House. 
President Clinton’s 36 percent approval rating in May 1993 was 
the lowest for any Postwar-President at that point in his adminis- 
tration. The urgency for the need to cover up must be viewed in 
the context of a time when the media driven Clinton administra- 
tion was facing the worst first year of any administration in recent 
history. In 1993, President Clinton had fallen fast and the dreams 
of a Camelot reprise were vanishing. 

For the same reasons that the White House had to keep the lid 
on the true Travel Office story and related events, the curtains had 
to be drawn around the death of Vincent Foster. If it were learned 
that Foster despaired over an out-of-control cover-up of the Travel 
Office matter, those at the “highest levels” would not only have to 
shoulder the weight of a Travel Office scandal but the responsibil- 
ity for contributing to Foster’s despair. After Foster’s death, Presi- 
dent Clinton strangely and calmly declared, “no one can ever know 
why this happened . . . what happened was a mystery about some- 
thing inside him.” 582 

Sadly for the Foster family, efforts to protect the Clinton political 
family exposed them to countless and continued investigations into 
Mr. Foster’s death that have gone on far longer than they would 
have if the President had offered any modicum of cooperation from 
the start. What was in Foster’s office that the President wanted to 
keep hidden? As the years have passed, we have learned there was 
a lot to hide: a lot about Whitewater; a lot about the Clintons per- 
sonal taxes; and a lot about the Travel Office. What we do not 
know is what may be missing. We do, however, have some ideas 
about who had the now missing documents. We also have reasons 
as to why those documents remain “missing.” 


581 OPR Report, p. 91, footnote 97. Mr. Hamilton has always been represented as the attorney 
for Mr. Foster and the Foster family and the impression has been given that Foster had gone 
to Hamilton for his own personal legal concerns. But Foster was not seeking Hamilton out as 
a personal lawyer but as a lawyer to represent the White House and/or President and Mrs. Clin- 
ton. Mr. Hubbell hired Jim Hamilton on the evening of Foster’s death as the family’s attorney. 
Initial press reports acknowledged that Foster was looking out “for the interests of the entire 
White House counsel’s office” and was not seeking his own attorney. “Foster was shopping for 
private lawyer, probers find,” the Washington Post, August 15, 1993, p. A20. 

582 “Excerpts of Remarks in a Meeting with White House Staff on the Death of Deputy White 
House Counsel Vincent Foster, Jr.,” July 21, 1993, 29 Wkly Comp. Pres. Docs 1351, 1411. 
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B. AT THE TIME OF FOSTER’S DEATH ON JULY 20, 1993, HIS OFFICE 
CONTAINED DAMAGING EVIDENCE ABOUT THE TRAVELGATE MATTER 
AND RELATED EVENTS. INDIVIDUALS WITH A REASON TO HIDE OR 
COVER-UP DOCUMENTS WERE AT OR AROUND FOSTER’S OFFICE 
PRIOR TO THE OFFICE BEING SEALED 

Mr. Foster was a key attorney involved in the Travel Office mat- 
ter and, as it turned out, he kept a detailed notebook describing the 
events that led to the firings and what occurred in the aftermath 
of the firings. 583 Since it took almost a year before White House 
Counsel Bernard Nussbaum revealed the existence of this docu- 
ment to any law enforcement authority, 584 we will never be able to 
know if the records are complete. Certainly, the White House has 
shown itself capable of misplacing and losing records. 585 

The facts surrounding Mr. Foster’s death and the handling of his 
office and papers have been addressed at length by the Senate 
Whitewater Committee. 586 Regarding the facts relevant to the 
Travel Office, it is particularly interesting that on the evening of 
Foster’s death, all three of the individuals who were in his office 
before it was sealed had a Travelgate connection: 

• White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum — his office 
oversaw the initial requests to the FBI to investigate the Trav- 
el Office. Messers. Nussbaum, Foster and Kennedy also sat in 
on the meeting where the FBI Public Affairs spokesman was 
asked to revise a statement meet the liking of the White 
House. In the days before his death, Foster had urged Nuss- 
baum to get outside counsel for President and Mrs. Clinton 
and others at the White House. 

• Mrs. Clinton’s Chief of Staff Maggie Williams — Ms. Wil- 
liams had received a copy of the May 17, 1993 memo from 
David Watkins, which was “cc’d” to Mrs. Clinton, and helped 
prepare talking points with Mrs. Clinton when the Manage- 
ment Report was released. Mrs. Clinton’s role in the firings 
had become a key issue following the issuance of the Manage- 
ment Review. 

• Patsy Thomasson — Ms. Thomasson was the assistant to 
David Watkins and had worked on the Travel Office review by 
Peat Marwick. Ms. Thomasson attempted to coerce Catherine 
Cornelius and Clarissa Cerda to misrepresent Watkins’ knowl- 
edge of their memo proposing a takeover of the Travel Office. 
Foster had told Thomasson about “the clients’” interest in the 
Travel Office. 


583 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE 894-1240. 

584 It appears that Mr. Nussbaum first disclosed the existence of the Foster Travel Office note- 
book during a Grand Jury appearance in May 1994. White House Counsel’s Office notes which 
were initially withheld from the committee under a claim of executive privilege indicated that 
Nussbaum called Eggleston after his Grand Jury appearance. 

585 This investigation has been hindered by numerous “lost” documents. For example: The 
notes of an interview with the First Lady in preparation for her answers to the GAO inquiries 
taken by White House Associate Counsel Neil Eggleston are missing. Mr. Eggleston said he left 
them at the White House with Special Counsel Jane Sherburne who heads up document produc- 
tion. Ms. Sherburne could not locate the documents left in her custody. An approximately 10 
page memo which described allegations against the Travel Office is also missing as is a memo 
from Mack McLarty to senior staff describing Harry Thomason’s job while at the White House. 
The “missing” billing records which turned up in the White House residence are another exam- 
ple of the migrating records in this White House. 

586 See generally The Final Report of the Senate Special Committee to Investigate the 
Whitewater Development Corporation and Related Matters. July 17, 1996. 
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It is clear that Foster’s office was never properly sealed following 
his death; that an inappropriate search of his office was conducted 
by Patsy Thomasson, Maggie Williams and Bernard Nussbaum on 
the evening of his death; that files may have been removed from 
his office, and that Bernard Nussbaum changed the ground rules 
for the review of Foster’s office after frantic phone calls to, from, 
between and among, Mrs. Clinton, Susan Thomases, Maggie Wil- 
liams, Bernard Nussbaum and perhaps others in the Chief of 
Staffs office and the Counsel’s office prior to the July 22, 1993 
search of Foster’s office. 587 

Park Police Detective Sgt. Cheryl Braun testified she clearly re- 
membered asking White House Administrator David Watkins to 
seal the office on the evening of Foster’s death. 588 Sergeant Braun 
met with Watkins because she and her partner were requested to 
pick up Watkins “to allow him and his wife to assist us with the 
notification to the Foster family.” 589 When Watkins introduced 
himself he provided Braun with his business card. Braun unequivo- 
cally testified that she asked Watkins to seal Foster’s office that 
evening. This did not occur. 590 

When Sergeant Braun requested Watkins to seal the office, Wat- 
kins was well aware that his assistant Patsy Thomasson was on 
her way to the White House to go into Foster’s office, ostensibly 
looking for a note. Mr. Watkins, however, never informed Braun of 
this information. Again, the roles of Watkins and Thomasson in the 
Travel Office debacle raise questions. Had Watkins provided any 
documents to Foster that he wanted to retrieve? In Foster’s Travel 
Office notebook there is a reference to a July 8, 1993 meeting 
which appears to be with David Watkins. The notes appear to dis- 
cuss Watkins’ complaints about the Management Review. 591 

The purpose behind Sergeant Braun’s request, with which Wat- 
kins agreed to comply, was essentially being violated at the very 
same time. In response to this assertion, Watkins claims, “I did not 
hear such a request . . . If I had been asked, I would have acted. 
That was my job.” 592 Additional testimony indicated that other 
White House officials had claimed to have taken responsibility for 
securing the office, however, nobody did. 593 

By failing to seal Foster’s office that evening and by instead 
sending in Patsy Thomasson to rifle through the office, Watkins 
and other senior White House officials irreparably harmed any le- 
gitimate review process. 

One of the key records in Foster’s office at the time of his death 
was a Travel Office file which addressed the Travel Office firings 


587 See The Final Report of the Senate Special Committee to Investigate Whitewater Develop- 
ment Corporation and Related Matters, July 17, 1996. 

588 Senate Whitewater Final Report, pp. 44-46. 

589 Senate testimony of Detective Sgt. Cheryl Braun on July 20, 1995, the Washington Times, 
July 21, 1995, p. A12. 

590 Testimony of Detective Sgt. Cheryl Braun, the Washington Times, July 21, 1995, p. A21. 

591 Foster Travel Office notebook, CGE967. 

592 “Justice was wary of Foster probe,” the Washington Times, July 26, 1995, p. Al. 

593 “Investigation of Whitewater Development Corporation and Related Matters,” Final Report 
of the Special Committee to Investigate Whitewater Development Corporation and Related Mat- 
ters, June 17, 1996, p. 55. Mr. Hubbell said he had been told by Mack McLarty’s Chief of Staff 
Bill Burton that McLarty took care of sealing the office. Mr. Burton claimed not to recall this 
even though he had contemporaneous notes that were consistent with this information. In addi- 
tion Major Hines of the Park Police also testified that he requested Burton on the night of July 
20 seal the office. In a 10 a.m. meeting on the morning of July 21, White House officials assured 
Chief Langston that the room had been sealed the night before even though it was not. 
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and related issues — particularly issues related to potential conflicts 
of interest problems for Harry Thomason. Mr. Foster’s records also 
contained a file on a “White House Project” — another one of Harry 
Thomason’s efforts at the White House. 

From the information the committee has to date, it is not clear 
where the Foster Travel Office notebook was at the time of Foster’s 
death although it does appear likely it was in Foster’s office at that 
time. Whether it stayed there until July 22, 1993 is another ques- 
tion because the White House “chain of custody” on the file only 
accounts for July 22, 1993 forward. 594 The “White House Project” 
file was one of the 24 files placed in a closet in the White House 
residence on July 22, 1993 — following Nussbaum’s sham review of 
the documents. 595 

The committee has met with a great deal of White House reluc- 
tance in explaining the “chain of custody” of the Foster Travel Of- 
fice file as well as other files. By July 1995, the White House Coun- 
sel’s office had carefully detailed a “chain of custody” analysis of 
the Foster Travel Office notebook, yet when the committee made 
requests for this explanation, it took the White House almost 2 
months to produce information that was clearly available to them 
in July 1995. 596 

In a July 25, 1995 letter to the chairman, former Clinton White 
House Counsel, Judge Mikva wrote: “The actual documents in Mr. 
Foster’s Travel Office file remained in the custody of the Counsel’s 
Office from the time of his death on July 20, 1993 until they were 
provided to Independent Counsel Kenneth Starr.” No information 
was provided at this time about all of the people who had learned 
of the file and how they had come to learn about it. That informa- 
tion was not provided until the committee received additional let- 
ters on August 30, 1995 and September 15, 1995. 597 

It is worth noting that the White House Counsel’s office appears 
to have been in close contact with Mr. Nussbaum’s attorneys 
throughout the summer of 1995. 598 This was a time when Mr. 
Nussbaum was also explaining the withholding of this file to the 
Senate during Whitewater hearings. This is just one of many exam- 
ples where the White House Counsel’s office intentionally withheld 


594 Letter to Chairman Clinger from then-Counsel to the President, Abner Mikva, August 30, 
1995. Judge Mikva claimed that the Foster file was first found on July 22, 1993, despite the 
fact that Nussbaum, Maggie Williams, Patsy Thomasson and perhaps others had entered Fos- 
ter’s office on July 20, and July 21, ostensibly to search for a suicide note. Moreover, Nuss- 
baum’s claims that he described the file to investigators and staff present on July 22 are not 
credible, as no investigation has found a witness to corroborate his account. 

595 Letter to committee Investigative Counsel Barbara Comstock from the Clintons’ personal 
attorney David Kendall, September 5, 1995. Mr. Kendall explains that there was a file folder 
labelled “White House Project” which was empty except for an envelope in it which was ad- 
dressed to Foster from David Watkins. The envelope was a Brookings Institution envelope. Mr. 
Kendall represented that the firm received the file empty on July 27, 1993, when Mr. Barnett 
had obtained the files from the White House. 

596 The White House first released the Foster Travel Office notebook to the press in early July 
1995 prior to the Whitewater hearings. This document was responsive to a June 14, 1995 docu- 
ment request that the White House had failed to comply with at that time because the commit- 
tee would not provide armed security guards and a special room in which to place the 
Travelgate documents. On July 13, 1995, the chairman requested a copy of the Foster Travel 
Office file that the White House had provided to the press. The committee received the file on 
July 19, 1995, and then requested a chain of custody explanation on July 20, 1995. 

597 Letter to Chairman Clinger from Judge Mikva, Counsel to the President, August 30, 1995; 
letter to Barbara Bracher, chief investigative counsel from Jane Sherburne, September 15, 1995. 

598 See memorandum to Jane Sherburne, “Foster Travel Office File: Custody and Disclosure 
Issues,” July 9, 1995, DF 780008-18. 
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information from this investigation and provided it with their own 
timetables and press strategy. 

The documents the committee eventually obtained dealing with 
the chain of custody of the Foster Travel Office file were among 
those withheld from the investigation until August 1996 due to the 
President’s claim of executive privilege. These documents dem- 
onstrate how the Counsel’s office worked with Mr. Nussbaum to 
craft his explanations for withholding this document. 

According to the White House, at least at the time Mr. Nuss- 
baum conducted the search of Foster’s office on July 22, 1993, the 
Vince Foster Travel Office notebook was in Foster’s briefcase: “The 
documents were located in Mr. Foster’s briefcase on July 22, 1993 
by Mr. Nussbaum . . . ” 599 The White House has made no rep- 
resentations as to where the documents were before that time: “We 
have no knowledge of how or where Mr. Foster maintained this 
material prior to this date.” 600 

Since Mr. Foster obviously did not maintain “this material” be- 
tween the time of his death on July 20 and July 22, 1993, when 
Mr. Nussbaum reviewed the material, there is an unaccounted for 
lapse of approximately 2 days in the chain of custody for the file. 
Did anyone remove this file on the evening of Foster’s death? Se- 
cret Service Agent Henry O’Neill did report seeing Mrs. Clinton’s 
Chief of Staff removing documents from Foster’s office on the 
evening of July 20th. 601 Ms. Williams denies removing any docu- 
ments from Foster’s office that evening. Yet why was Nussbaum so 
secretive with this document that he refused to tell his own staff — 
staff who were working on Travelgate document requests and docu- 
ments related to Foster’s death? 

When the committee asked for a “chain of custody” explanation 
for the file, after the Counsel had thoroughly analyzed this issue, 
the White House responded with a cryptic and nonresponsive an- 
swer. The committee had to write several more letters before ob- 
taining the appropriate information. 602 It is this kind of “hide the 
ball” tactic pursued by the White House Counsel’s Office, which 
has made this committee question the candor and cooperation of 
the President. 

C. WHITE HOUSE COUNSEL BERNARD NUSSBAUM OBSTRUCTED NUMER- 
OUS INVESTIGATIONS INTO THE TRAVEL OFFICE AND THE DEATH OF 

VINCE FOSTER, BY WITHHOLDING THE VINCE FOSTER TRAVEL OF- 
FICE NOTEBOOK 

The withholding of the Vince Foster Travel Office notebook by 
White House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum is one of the most bla- 
tantly obstructionist actions taken by the White House Counsel’s 
Office given both the numerous investigations into the Travel Of- 


599 Letter to Chairman Clinger from White House Counsel Abner J. Mikva, August 30, 1995. 
6°o Id. 

601 Final Report of the Special Committee to Investigate Whitewater Development Corporation 
and Related Matters, June 17, 1996, pp. 53-55. 

602 Letter from Abner Mikva to Chairman Clinger, July 25, 1995; letter from Abner Mikva to 
Chairman Clinger, August 30, 1995; letter from Abner Mikva to Chairman Clinger, September 
18, 1995. 
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fice and the intersection of this matter with the various investiga- 
tions into Mr. Foster’s death. 603 

There were numerous investigations underway into the Travel 
Office at the time of Foster’s death: 1) the GAO investigation that 
was initiated by law on July 2, 1993; 2) the Office of Professional 
Responsibility investigation which was initiated by Deputy Attor- 
ney General on July 15, 1993; and 3) the Public Integrity investiga- 
tion of the Travel Office which included both allegations of wrong- 
doing against the Travel Office employees, as well as, allegations 
of conflicts of interest violations of law by Harry Thomason. 

Mr. Nussbaum was clearly aware of all of these investigations. 
A July 1995 memo to Special Counsel Jane Sherburne, indicates 
that “Nussbaum says he took the file because it concerned an ac- 
tive matter for which he would be responsible.” 604 The fact that he 
recognized it was “active” indicates that he knew this file was re- 
sponsive, yet he kept it from numerous investigations. 

Following the death of Vince Foster there were additional inves- 
tigations including: 1) an FBI investigation into the delay in find- 
ing the Foster “suicide” note; and 2) Park Police and FBI investiga- 
tions into Foster’s death. By January 1994, Independent Counsel 
Fiske’s investigation was added to this list. As discussed above, in- 
vestigating the delay in turning over the Foster “suicide” note is 
the first investigation for which the Foster Travel Office file would 
have been relevant. Nonetheless, Nussbaum very deliberately with- 
held this vital information from the law enforcement officials who 
interviewed him just days after the finding of the Foster Travel Of- 
fice file and the Foster “suicide” note. 605 

In July 1995, Nussbaum’s lawyers told the White House Coun- 
sel’s office a curious story. They claimed that Nussbaum did not re- 
call any of the document requests but that he did not believe the 
Foster Travel Office file was responsive to any of the requests, he 
couldn’t remember! 606 Both Cliff Sloan and Neil Eggleston, Associ- 
ate Counsels who worked on the Travelgate investigations while in 
the Counsel’s office, testified that Nussbaum had not informed 
them of the existence of this document. 607 

When Nussbaum called Eggleston in May 1994 to inform him of 
the existence of the document, Eggleston asked Nussbaum why he 
did not know about it before. Nussbaum did not answer. 608 Mr. 
Eggleston said, “why am I just now hearing about this . . . how 
could I just now be learning about this. . . ,?” 609 Mr. Eggleston 


603 The discussions between and among White House and Justice Department officials about 
the review of Vince Foster’s office following his death have been extensively reviewed in the 
course of the Senate Whitewater investigation and will not be re-examined here. 

See “Investigation of Whitewater Development Corporation and Related Matters,” the final re- 
port of the Special Committee to Investigate Whitewater Development Corporation and Related 
Matters, June 17, 1996, “The Foster Phase,” pp. 1-134. 

604 Memorandum to Jane Sherburne, “Foster Travel Office File: Custody and Disclosure Is- 
sues,” July 9, 1995, DF 780008-18. 

6°5 FBI interview of Bernard Nussbaum by SA Charles K. Dorsey and SA Scott Salter, July 
30, 1993, WMFO 175B-WF-187743. 

606 Memorandum to Jane Sherburne, “Foster Travel Office File: Custody and Disclosure Is- 
sues,” draft, July 9, 1995, DF 780011. 

607 Committee deposition of Cliff Sloan, June 28, 1996, pp. 72-78; committee deposition of Neil 
Eggleston, June 3, 1996, pp. 94-95. 

608 Eggleston deposition, p. 95. 

609 Eggleston deposition, p. 97. 
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agreed that Nussbaum was “well aware of the type and nature of 
documents that were being requested.” 610 

While Mr. Nussbaum has recently suggested that Cliff Sloan 
knew about the Foster Travel Office file, and would remember it 
because he has a “photographic memory,” 611 Sloan clearly stated 
that he did not have any knowledge of this file and had never seen 
it until his committee deposition. 612 

Furthermore, Nussbaum’s suggestion that Sloan knew about the 
file does not explain why Nussbaum would have to call Neil Eggle- 
ston to inquire about it. In May 1994 when Nussbaum made his 
call to Eggleston, Sloan still worked at the White House. Mr. Sloan, 
who initially had worked on the Travelgate document requests had 
passed his duties on to Eggleston. If Mr. Sloan had known of the 
file as Nussbaum suggests, he certainly would have informed 
Eggleston by this time. Why then did Nussbaum consider it nec- 
essary to inform the White House about the document? The answer 
is that, most likely no one knew it was there and Nussbaum knew 
that. Representations made to the committee by the Foster family 
attorney, indicate that Nussbaum did not even tell Mr. Hamilton 
about this file even though it had been marked “attorney client 
privileged in anticipation of litigation.” 613 

And where was this mystery document in May 1994 when Nuss- 
baum finally informed someone of its existence? Mr. Eggleston tes- 
tified that it was filed under the general files in the secretarys’ 
suite under “T for Travel”! 614 Mr. Nussbaum had kept the file in 
his office during his tenure. When he left the White House in 
March 1994 he apparently placed it in the general alphabetical 
files without telling anyone. 615 

Mr. Eggleston testified he had daily meetings with Nussbaum 
from September 1993, when he first joined the White House, 
through April 1994 when Nussbaum left. 616 Mr. Eggleston would 
“discuss with him regularly document requests from GAO and 
what we were doing to respond.” 617 Mr. Eggleston, a top law school 
graduate and Supreme Court clerk, testified about his job as an As- 
sociate Counsel under Nussbaum: “I was a grunt working on this. 
Mr. Nussbaum was the decision maker.” 618 Mr. Nussbaum made 
the decision to keep this highly relevant document under wraps 
and away from investigators. 

According to a White House analysis, even the White House 
Counsel’s office had a hard time explaining this blatant action of 
obstruction. 619 The White House Counsel’s Office analysis of Nuss- 
baum’s actions shows that the Foster Travel Office file was respon- 
sive to at least five requests from GAO 620 yet it was never turned 
over. More surprisingly, there was never even any discussion about 
the document. The committee has no doubt that the Foster Travel 


610 Eggleston deposition, p. 96. 

611 Nussbaum deposition, p. 123. 
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Office file was responsive to GAO requests and GAO confirmed this 
in the committee’s October 1995 hearing. 621 

The Foster Travel Office file was also responsive to an OPR re- 
quest in August 1993. In July 1995, when OPR Counsel Michael 
Shaheen learned of the Foster Travel Office file in the same man- 
ner in which the committee learned about it — reading about it in 
Newsweek — he wrote a memo in which he complained: 

We were stunned to learn of the existence of this docu- 
ment since it so obviously bears directly upon the inquiry 
we were directed to undertake in late July and August 
1993, by then DAG Philip Heymann . . . the White House 
was less than fully cooperative and forthcoming. The fact 
that we have just now learned of the existence of obviously 
relevant notes written by Mr. Foster on the subject of the 
FBI Report is yet another example of the lack of coopera- 
tion and candor we received from the White House 
throughout the inquiry. 622 

Mr. Shaheen also testified before the committee in October 1995, 
that the lack of cooperation and candor from the White House in 
this matter was “unprecedented” in his over 20 year career in Gov- 
ernment. 623 

The White House Counsel’s Office had provided the White House 
Management Review interview notes of Mr. Foster to OPR based 
on the fact that Foster was not available as a witness. 624 If notes 
of an interview with Mr. Foster were relevant clearly his own notes 
of events would have been even more pertinent. The White House 
was also keenly aware of OPR’s mandate to investigate the mean- 
ing of Foster’s suicide note which addressed many Travel Office is- 
sues. At the outset of the OPR inquiry, Philip Heymann wrote to 
Nussbaum and McLarty requesting that the White House assist in 
arranging interviews of relevant witnesses in the matter. 625 

OPR requested that Nussbaum provide notes taken during the 
White House Management Review. Mr. Shaheen stated, “the White 
House declined to provide the notes and failed to mention the exist- 
ence of any handwritten notes by Mr. Foster on the subject.” 626 
OPR investigators also carefully explained to each witness the pur- 
pose of the inquiry and asked for any information they were aware 
of — “through conversations with Mr. Foster or otherwise” — that 
might shed light on Foster’s “suicide” note. 627 The Foster note read 
as follows: 

I made mistakes from ignorance, inexperience and over- 
work 

I did not knowingly violate any law or standard of con- 
duct 


621 Testimony of Nancy Kingsbury before the Committee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight on October 24, 1995. 

622 Memorandum to David Margolis, Associate Deputy Attorney General, from Michael E. 
Shaheen, Jr., Counsel, OPR, subject: Undisclosed Foster notebook re the White House Travel 
Office Matter, July 24, 1995. 

623 Testimony of Michael Shaheen before the Committee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight, October 24, 1995. 

624 Eggleston deposition, p. 99. 

625 Shaheen memo, July 24, 1995. 

626 Id. 
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No one in the White House, to my knowledge, violated 
any law or standard of conduct, including any action in the 
travel office. There was no intent to benefit any individual 
or any group. 

The FBI lied in their report to the AG 
The press is covering up the illegal benefits they re- 
ceived from the travel staff 

The GOP has lied and misrepresented its knowledge and 
role and covered up a prior investigation 

The Ushers Office plotted to have excessive costs in- 
curred, taking advantage of Kaki and HRC 
The public will never believe the innocence of the Clin- 
tons and their [loyal or legal] staff. 628 

Foster’s Travel Office notebook clearly detailed most of the issues 
outlined in this note. The notebook would have been the single 
most instructive record in explaining the meaning of Foster’s note. 
Shaheen concluded: 

... we believe that our repeated requests to White 
House personnel and counsel for any information that 
could shed light on Mr. Foster’s statement regarding the 
FBI clearly covered the notebook, and that even a mini- 
mum level of cooperation by the White House should have 
resulted in its disclosure to us at the outset of our inves- 
tigation. 629 

Furthermore, the note had been found in Foster’s briefcase, ex- 
actly where the Foster Travel Office notebook was found. The note 
may very well have been part of the notebook — in fact it was in 
many ways a summary of the notebook. In trying to justify with- 
holding this notebook, Nussbaum’s only defense to date for his ap- 
parent obstruction, is that everyone in the room on July 22, 1993, 
when Foster’s documents were reviewed knew about this particular 
document. As is set out extensively in the Whitewater report, no 
one else in the room on that day has any recollection of this docu- 
ment. 630 

Mr. Nussbaum is directly responsible for obstructing the GAO 
and OPR investigations. Along with others who had relevant infor- 
mation about the Foster “suicide” note, Nussbaum also obstructed 
the FBI investigation into why there was a delay in turning over 
the Foster note after it was found on July 26, 1993. (See discussion 
below.) 

Finally, the DOJ Public Integrity criminal investigation had an 
interest in obtaining all documents that related to Harry Thomason 
and the work he was doing at the White House. Beginning in the 
summer of 1993, Public Integrity began to investigate the issue of 
whether Harry Thomason was a special Government employee and 
whether or not he had any criminal conflicts of interest problems. 
Mr. Foster had been keenly aware of this problem as is evidenced 
throughout his Travel Office notebook. There had been a flurry of 
phone calls between and among various parties to these concerns 


628 OPR Report, tab A. 

629 Id. 

630 See Final Report of Special Committee on Whitewater Development Corporation and Relat- 
ed Matters, June 17, 1996, “The Foster Phase.” 
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as discussed in a previous section. That Nussbaum withheld these 
documents from a criminal investigation, is the most clearly ob- 
structionist act of all. 

The consistent pattern of withholding information about the ex- 
istence of this file — even from his own staff — demonstrates a clear 
intent on Nussbaum’s part to keep this file away from investiga- 
tors. This report has already discussed at length the highly rel- 
evant information in this file, particularly regarding the role of 
Mrs. Clinton and the activities of Harry Thomason in connection 
with the Travel Office firings. These facts were highly relevant to 
numerous ongoing investigations of which Nussbaum was well 
aware. 

That Nussbaum never discussed this document with anyone indi- 
cates that it was a record that he did not dare discuss even with 
his colleagues. After the sham search of Foster’s office on July 22, 
1993, then Deputy Attorney General Phil Heymann asked Bernard 
Nussbaum: “Bernie, are you hiding something?” 631 The answer 
was then and remains today: YES. 

D. NEIL EGGLESTON WITHHELD THE FOSTER TRAVEL OFFICE FILE 

FROM RELEVANT INVESTIGATIONS EVEN AFTER IT WAS BELATEDLY 

DISCLOSED TO HIM BY BERNARD NUSSBAUM 

In May 1994, when Eggleston was belatedly informed about the 
Foster Travel Office file by Nussbaum, he proceeded to review the 
file for an outstanding document request from Independent Coun- 
sel Fiske and decided it was not responsive. 632 Despite an out- 
standing document request from the Public Integrity investigation 
for all documents related to Harry Thomason, Eggleston ignored 
this request entirely. Mr. Eggleston testified that after he reviewed 
the Foster Travel Office file, he determined it was not responsive 
and placed it back in the “T for Travel” file. 633 

Mr. Eggleston, who had been involved with narrowing the Fiske 
subpoena claims he never discussed the Foster Travel Office file 
with any of his colleagues before dismissing it as nonresponsive to 
the Fiske subpoena in May 1994. 634 

Mr. Eggleston’s actions in withholding the Foster Travel Office 
from Independent Counsel Fiske cannot be viewed in isolation. By 
the spring of 1994 Eggleston had spent months either delaying or 
denying sensitive records regarding Harry Thomason to investiga- 
tors. Mr. Eggleston was in charge of document production on 
Travelgate matters beginning in September 1993 throughout his 
tenure which ended on September 1994. (The discussion in Section 
XII of this report extensively details the delays and dilatory tactics 
engaged in by Mr. Eggleston under the direction of Nussbaum.) 

Mr. Nussbaum had directed Eggleston not to turn over docu- 
ments related to Harry Thomason’s attempts to get GSA/ICAP con- 
tracts over to the GAO investigation. 635 In an April 11, 1994 memo 
to the then new White House Counsel Lloyd Cutler and John Pode- 


631 Final Report of the Whitewater Committee, p. 8. 

632 Memorandum for Lloyd Cutler from W. Neil Eggleston, Re: Foster File, July 10, 1994, CGE 
005909-5918. 

633 Eggleston deposition, p. 102. 

634 Eggleston deposition, pp. 102-103. 

635 Committee deposition of Neil Eggleston, June 3, 1996. 
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sta, Eggleston noted the White House had not addressed “the effort 
by Martens to get a contract to conduct an accounting of the fed- 
eral aircraft fleet” in responding to GAO. 636 The White House did 
not end up providing the GSA/ICAP documents to GAO even 
though they would have been responsive to GAO’s requests. 

When Independent Counsel Fiske published his report on the 
death of Vince Foster in June 1994, it focused on Foster’s concerns 
about the Travel Office. Mr. Eggleston was asked about Foster’s 
Travel Office files by Lloyd Cutler. It was at that time that Eggle- 
ston says he realized that the Foster Travel Office file was possibly 
responsive to other document requests. 637 

Mr. Eggleston then wrote what can best be described as a “CYA” 
memo, explaining why he had not previously disclosed the Foster 
Travel Office file to all of the various Travel Office investiga- 
tions. 638 Even though the July 10, 1994 memo clearly indicated 
that the Foster Travel Office file should be provided to Public In- 
tegrity, it was not turned over for another month. Even at that 
time, only portions of the Travel Office file were turned over to 
Public Integrity. When the Justice Department asked for an expla- 
nation for the delay, Eggleston claimed it was his fault. He re- 
signed shortly thereafter. Mr. Eggleston under the supervision of 
two White House Counsels engaged in dilatory delaying tactics in 
turning over the Foster Travel Office file. There was a concerted 
effort at the White House to keep this document from being public. 
Even after Eggleston left and a subpoena was issued for all docu- 
ments relating to Harry Thomason, relevant documents such as the 
Watkins memo was withheld. The pattern of obfuscation continued. 

E. CRAIG LIVINGSTONE PROVIDED TESTIMONY ABOUT HIS ACTIVITIES 
ON THE MORNING AFTER FOSTER’S DEATH WHICH IS INCONSISTENT 
WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS AND NEW WHITE HOUSE DOCU- 
MENTS WHICH WERE WITHHELD UNDER A CLAIM OF EXECUTIVE 
PRIVILEGE UNTIL AUGUST 1996 

Craig Livingstone went with Bill Kennedy to identify Foster’s 
body at Fairfax Hospital on the evening of July 20, 1993 upon 
learning of Foster’s death from the Secret Service at approximately 
9 p.m. 639 That evening upon leaving the hospital, Livingstone and 
Kennedy went to the Foster home. 640 Mr. Livingstone arrived at 
his home late that evening after returning Mr. Kennedy to his 
home. 

The next morning, Livingstone awoke early and made the deci- 
sion — he claims unprompted — to go over to the Foster home and 
watch for any press presence at the home. Mr. Livingstone has tes- 
tified that he believes he arrived at the White House at 8:14 a.m. 
based on the Secret Service logs of when he clocked in to the White 
House. 641 

Exactly when Livingstone arrived at the White House has be- 
come an issue in both the general investigation of Foster’s death 
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and the issue of whether any documents were removed from Fos- 
ter’s office. The latter is significant because a Secret Service agent 
testified that he saw Livingstone the morning after Foster’s death 
(July 21) coming down from the area of the Counsel’s office with 
records. 642 Secret Service Agent Bruce Abbott testified that he saw 
Livingstone passing his post at the West Wing basement entrance 
approximately four times that morning. Mr. Abbott estimates the 
time when he saw Livingstone at or around 7 or 8 a.m. 

On one occasion Abbott saw Livingstone carrying a briefcase ac- 
companied by a man in his 20s carrying an open box with binders 
on the top. Mr. Abbott then spoke to his supervisor, Agent Dennis 
Martin, relaying this information about Livingstone. 

Mr. Abbott also informed Detective Markland of the U.S. Park 
Police about Livingstone. Detective Markland confronted Living- 
stone and asked him whether or not he had taken boxes down from 
area of the Counsel’s office. Mr. Livingstone did not deny that he 
had done so but did deny removing any documents from Foster’s 
office. 643 In testimony before this committee Livingstone stated 
that he does not recall ever carrying boxes out of the West Wing. 

Mr. Livingstone has reported that he arrived at the White House 
at 8:14 a.m. the morning of July 21, 1993 on numerous occasions 
throughout his Whitewater deposition: 

Question. . . . What’s the next thing you recall, Mr. Liv- 
ingstone, in connection with Mr. Foster’s death? 

Answer. Getting up a couple hours, a few hours later, 
and doing my best effort to get to his house around what 
time I would have thought the morning news shows would 
be, which I seem to remember being around maybe a little 
before. 

Question. Your chronology says “on Wednesday July 21st 
I drove by the house at 6:30 a.m. and stayed until 8:00 
a.m. There was no press activity.” Is that your recollection 
today? 

Answer. Yes, I can’t recall if there was or wasn’t. 644 

Question. . . . what time did you arrive at the White 
House that morning? 

Answer. I believe that I arrived at the White House at 
around 8:14, something like that, because the Secret Serv- 
ice said that that’s when my pass showed me as entering 
the White House. And I don’t believe that I entered the 
White House at any other time; therefore, I believe that’s 
an accurate accounting of my arrival at the White 
House. 645 

Question. Did you ask them [the Secret Service] to 
search their records and see what time you arrived that 
morning? 

Answer. I did I asked if it was possible. 

Question. Who did you ask that? 

Answer. Arnold Cole, the Secret Service agent. 

Question. Why did you ask Mr. Cole to do that? 


642 Senate Whitewater deposition of Bruce Abbott, June 23, 1995, p. 42. 

643 Senate Whitewater deposition of Peter Markland, June 28, 1995, pp. 85-88. 

644 Livingstone Senate deposition, pp. 64-65. 

645 Livingstone Senate deposition, p. 68. 
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Answer. Because I could not specifically remember ex- 
actly when I arrived, and I knew that I had only come in 
once, and I wanted to know when I arrived? 646 

Question. Okay. Whatever the reason, your best recollec- 
tion today is you arrived at the White House around 8:14? 

Answer. Whatever the report says, I feel comfortable 
that that’s right. I think give or take a minute or two. I 
don’t remember the exact time they said. 647 

Question. How many times were you in the White House 
counsel’s reception area before the meeting that began at 
approximately 11:00 a.m. that morning? 

Answer. I don’t recall specifically. I think — for sure once, 
maybe twice. 

Answer. I work with these people. I mean, particularly 
Ms. Pond I knew. It’s my office. Just to visit. 

Question. When you say it’s your office, what do you 
mean? 

Answer. It’s the office I report to, that I work under. 648 

However, a new White House document — 1 of the 2,000 over 
which the President had claimed executive privilege until August 
15, 1996 — indicates that Livingstone arrived at the White House 
that morning between 7:15 and 7:20 — not 8:14 a.m. as Livingstone 
has contended. 649 Thus, the White House had information that was 
consistent with the account of the Secret Service agent — not the ac- 
count of Craig Livingstone. Nonetheless, throughout the past 3 
years the White House has bolstered Livingstone’s position and 
given him a 40 percent raise in the process. 650 

Given Livingstone’s highly suspect role in the FBI Files matter, 
the committee is skeptical of Livingstone. For example, Livingstone 
testified before this committee that he was not Anthony Marceca’s 
supervisor. Mr. Marceca was a political operative who helped gath- 
er FBI files with Livingstone in 1993. 

Mr. Livingstone’s history as a former bar bouncer and political 
operative who boasted of such accomplishments as “deploying 
Chicken George” at President Bush campaign events made him a 
highly dubious choice for heading up the White House Office of 


646 Id., pp. 68-69. 

647 Id.., p. 71. 

648 H., pp. 73-74. 

649 Memorandum to the file from Jane Sherburne, subject: Senate deposition of Craig Living- 
stone (a debriefing of Livingstone’s deposition from his attorney, Randy Turk) attached to a one 
page summary, “Livingstone Deposition.” DF78 1649-50 and a Draft “Privileged and Confiden- 
tial” Chronology on Foster, dated May 15, 1996 [note: this date may be inaccurate and be the 
date of the print of the document rather than when it was written] DF78 1054-95. 

650 Memorandum from Livingstone to William Kennedy, “Re: Extension of Nancy Gemmell’s 
employment”, May 10, 1993. “I would like to bring on my receptionist . . . salary would be 
$17,000. On August 1, 1993, my salary would increase to $50,000 from $45,000 based on the 
reduction of salary for the receptionist.” CGE 47884. 

Memorandum from Livingstone to Abner Mikva, “Subject: Follow-up to pay adjustment re- 
quest ”, May 30, 1995. “I am well deserving of a pay increase to 65K ... I have done my best 
to be a good soldier. I am facing living pay-check-to-pay-check.” CGE 48059. 

Memorandum from Livingstone to Abner Mikva, “Subject: Personal Security office issues”, Au- 
gust 28, 1995. “I hope to increase the present payroll by $14K the bulk of which $12. 5k, would 
be used to adjust my salary to $70K. The remaining $1.5k would bring my exec, assistant up 
to 30K.” CGE 48058. 

Memorandum from Jodie R. Torkelson to Kelli McLure, “Subject: Counsel Office $”, May 14, 
1996. “Livingstone’s at it again. He’s submitted paperwork for signature giving himself a raise 
and saying that he was promised the money by Ab. It’s to go to $70,000. . . . Thanks much. 
I’d like to kill this before I leave.” CGE 53840. 
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Personnel Security. The extensive documents the committee has 
obtained about Craig Livingstone raise serious questions: Why was 
he able to demand substantial raises in the face of so little experi- 
ence and a checkered background? What prevented the White 
House from firing Livingstone? 

Linda Tripp, a secretary in the Counsel’s suite provided testi- 
mony that Livingstone was not a regular presence in their office 
but “became more a presence thereafter than prior. Bernie used to 
call him ‘Cliff’.” 651 Mr. Livingstone reported directly to Bill Ken- 
nedy not Vince Foster or Bernard Nussbaum. Mr. Kennedy’s office 
was in the Old Executive Office Building, not the West Wing as 
were the offices of Foster and Nussbaum. 652 Why did Livingstone 
become more of a presence in the Counsel’s office after Foster’s 
death? Why did Bernie Nussbaum “promise” him a raise that sub- 
sequent counsels felt compelled to pay? Why couldn’t anyone fire 
Craig Livingstone? 

The committee believes there is far more to the Craig Living- 
stone story than anyone has disclosed to date. 

F. EVIDENCE OF MRS. CLINTON’S INVOLVEMENT IN THE RESPONSE TO 

THE FINDING OF FOSTER’S “SUICIDE” NOTE. HER DIRECTION NOT TO 

TELL THE PRESIDENT ABOUT THE NOTE, ON JULY 26, 1993, WAS 

WITHHELD FROM INVESTIGATORS 

On the afternoon of July 26, 1993 — 6 days after Foster’s death, 
and 4 days after the search of his office — Associate Counsel Steve 
Neuwirth while searching Foster’s briefcase, found a writing by 
Foster which was torn up into 28 pieces. Shortly after finding the 
note, Mr. Neuwirth was joined by Nussbaum, Bill Burton (from the 
Chief of Staffs office) and Mrs. Clinton. They all viewed the note 
and Nussbaum placed a call to Mack McLarty who was travelling 
with the President in Chicago. 653 It took another 30 hours before 
the note was turned over to the proper law enforcement authorities 
on the evening of July 27, 1993. 

The “public,” sanitized White House version of this story to date 
has been that Mrs. Clinton was in the room only briefly, became 
upset about the note and quickly left the room. What had not been 
revealed to date was that Mrs. Clinton had weighed heavily in on 
how to substantively handle this document. 

A new and disturbing revelation about omissions in the testi- 
mony of Nussbaum, McLarty, Gergen, Burton and Neuwirth has 
emerged in light of the committee obtaining the 2000 pages of doc- 
uments over which President Clinton had claimed executive privi- 
lege until August 15, 1996. 

A White House Counsel’s office document indicates that these 
same individuals who initially failed to tell the FBI of Mrs. Clin- 
ton’s being present upon the finding of the note also failed to point 
out that one of the reasons for the delay in turning over the “sui- 
cide” note — the main reason — was because Mrs. Clinton instructed 
Chief of Staff Mack McLarty not to tell the President about it on 


651 Whitewater deposition of Linda Tripp, July 12, 1995, p. 74. 

652 White House directory. 

653 Senate Whitewater deposition of McLarty, July 6, 1995, p. 65. 
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July 26, 1993. 654 White House notes indicate that former Chief of 
Staff Mack McLarty said that Mrs. Clinton wanted to delay break- 
ing the news of the Foster “suicide” note to President Clinton. 655 
In a debriefing conducted of Gergen’s attorney, he told Ms. Nemetz: 

Giuffra [Robert Giuffra, Counsel to the Whitewater Com- 
mittee] did not elicit testimony regarding a second con- 
versation Gergen had with McLarty. According to Burt 
Rein, in the later conversation, McLarty said he had de- 
cided to wait until the next day to decide whether to turn 
over the note. McLarty said that the First Lady was very 
upset and believed the matter required further thought 
and that the President not yet be told. She said they 
should have a coherent position and should have decided 
what to do before they told the President. 656 

But the testimony of David Gergen, as well as others privy to 
this information, suggests that they were asked questions which 
should have elicited this information if the witnesses had been at 
all forthcoming. In Gergen’s deposition he was asked: 

Question. Do you have any reason to believe that he [the 
President] was advised of the note’s existence prior to 6:00 
o’clock on the 27th? 

Answer. I have no reason to believe either way. He did 
not say in the meetings I attended that he already knew 
about it to the best of my knowledge. 

Question. I believe you’ve testified that as far as you 
know, Mr. McLarty first advised the President of the dis- 
covery of the note at 6:00 o’clock on the 27th? 

Answer. So far as I know. Mr. McLarty did not tell me 
one way or the other that he may have told him about it 
prior to that time. 

Surely, the fact that McLarty had informed him that Mrs. Clinton 
did not want President Clinton to be told about the note gave 
Gergen a reason “to believe either way” about whether the Presi- 
dent was informed prior to this time. In McLarty’s deposition of 
July 6, 1995, he is similarly “vague and protective”: 

Question. Did you tell the President on Monday night 
that something had been found? 

Answer. No I did not. 

Question. Wiry not? 

Answer. For the reasons, really, that I’ve already sug- 
gested. I wanted to see the note, and I wanted to have all 
of this in reasonably good order when it was related to the 
President. And it just didn’t seem to me that we had this 
matter in good order to give him half information about 
what the note was and so forth. 

654 Memorandum for the file from White House Counsel Miriam Nemetz, July 13, 1995. This 
was a White House debriefing of David Gergen’s attorney. This document was 1 of 2,000 over 
which President Clinton claimed executive privilege. DF 781220. 

655 Memorandum for the file from Miriam Nemetz, July 13, 1995, Re: Gergen deposition. The 
debriefing took place 1 day after Mr. Gergen’s July 12, 1995 deposition with the Whitewater 
Committee. DF 781220 

656 Id. 
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The White House story over the past 3 years has been that the 
reason the Foster “suicide” note was not turned over to law en- 
forcement authorities for almost 30 hours was because of the need 
to contact Mrs. Foster and to inform the President. Yet on the day 
the note was discovered neither Mrs. Foster nor President Clinton 
were informed. 657 The operative phrase in this communication ap- 
pears to be: “McLarty said he had decided to wait until the next 
day to decide whether to turn over the note.” 

Senior White House officials, including McLarty, have always in- 
dicated that there was never any question but that this document 
was going to be turned over to authorities. These notes indicate 
otherwise. 

Senior White House officials, as well as Mrs. Clinton, also have 
insisted that Mrs. Clinton had no role in the handling of Foster 
documents. These notes clearly indicate otherwise. 

It also should be noted that the White House has always claimed 
that the President could not be informed about the note until late 
the next day because his schedule was so full. However, the sched- 
ule produced for the FBI report, addressing why there was a delay 
in turning over the note, indicates that the President had a fairly 
open schedule that afternoon. 658 

In light of this new information, a scheduled meeting the next 
day — July 27th at 2:30 p.m. — with Mrs. Clinton, Bernard Nuss- 
baum and Steven Neuwirth takes on new significance. Mr. Nuss- 
baum had instructed Neuwirth to research the executive privilege 
issues regarding the note. Were executive privilege issues regard- 
ing the note discussed in this meeting? July 27th is the day when 
there is an almost universal lack of recall among the individuals 
who had any contact with Mrs. Clinton on this day. 

On July 28, 1993, the day after the Foster “suicide” note was 
turned over to law enforcement authorities, then Deputy Attorney 
General Philip Heymann instructed Associate Deputy Attorney 
General David Margolis to ask the FBI to conduct a thorough and 
aggressive investigation into the discovery of the note. 659 This in- 
vestigation was undertaken both because of the failure to find the 
note in the course of the July 22 search of Foster’s office, and be- 
cause of the 30 hour delay in turning it over to law enforcement 
authorities. 

It is significant, that on July 30, 1993 when Nussbaum was 
interviewed about the delay in turning over the note, FBI officials 
report that he was aware of “no other notes or messages left by 
Vincent Foster which would be relevant to the investigation of his 
death.” 660 Mr. Nussbaum never told Agent Salter, the FBI agent 
in charge of the investigation, or anyone else about the Travel Of- 
fice file, yet he claims to have informed them in his Whitewater 


657 No attempts were made to contact Mrs. Foster on July 26th and Mrs. Clinton specifically 
instructed McLarty not to inform the President about the note. 

658 Investigation by Special Agent Scott M. Salter, Title of Case: Vincent Foster, Jr.; Deputy 
White House Counsel to the President — Victim; 7/20/93; investigative period 7/29/93-8/9/93, CZ 
000753-000754. 

659 See Final Report of the Special Committee To Investigate Whitewater Development Cor- 
poration and Related Matters, June 1996. 

660 Investigation by Special Agent Scott M. Salter, Title of Case: Vincent Foster, Jr.; Deputy 
White House Counsel to the President — Victim; 7/20/93; investigative period 7/29/93-8/9/93, 
interview of Bernard Nussbaum conducted on 7/30/93, CZ00707. 
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testimony. 661 There has been no testimony from any Justice De- 
partment official which supports Nussbaum. 662 

Mr. Nussbaum and his colleagues who were involved in the re- 
view of Foster’s note omitted the fact that Mrs. Clinton had re- 
viewed the note on the afternoon of July 26, 1993. This information 
was finally obtained last summer in the course of a deposition of 
Bill Burton during the Whitewater hearings. The information 
about Mrs. Clinton weighing in on the Foster note was disclosed 
only to the Counsel’s office and was studiously withheld from all 
investigations. 

The FBI interviewed Bill Burton, David Gergen, Mack McLarty, 
and Steven Neuwirth about the circumstances surrounding the dis- 
covery of the note. These interviews were just days after the find- 
ing of the note 663 so these witnesses had no reason to universally 
forget information about Mrs. Clinton unless it was by design. 
None of the reports of these interviews included the fact that Mrs. 
Clinton had been brought in to review the note even though all of 
the above individuals were aware of that fact. Mr. Neuwirth, in 
testimony before the Whitewater Committee attempted to claim 
that he did in fact tell the FBI that Mrs. Clinton had been made 
aware of the note but neither the typed account or the FBI agent’s 
handwritten notes recorded this information. 

Withholding the Foster Travel Office notebook and the informa- 
tion about Mrs. Clinton’s reviewing Foster’s note have one thing in 
common: protection of Mrs. Clinton and avoidance of full disclosure 
of her role in these matters. 

When the note was finally turned over, David Gergen noted that 
“Reno questioned the group as to why the note had not been turned 
over sooner and she was advised that the only reason that the note 
was not turned over sooner was that it had been decided to notify 
President Clinton prior to turning over the note and that the first 
opportunity to meet with President Clinton occurred at approxi- 
mately 6 p.m., on July 27, 1993. It was explained that the contents 
of the note had potential implications regarding executive privilege. 
In addition it was explained to the AG that it had been decided to 
meet with Lisa Foster prior to the note being disclosed.” 664 Notes 
from Mark Gearan regarding the finding of the note indicate that 
Attorney General Reno was displeased with the delay. Mr. 
Gearan’s notes indicated that Reno was “worried” about the “late- 
ness” in finding the Foster note and the “length of time” the White 
House took in disclosing the fact of its existence to any law enforce- 
ment officials. 665 Cynthia Monaco, an assistant to Deputy Attorney 
General Philip Heymann, also confirmed that both Reno and 
Heymann were annoyed that the note had not been turned over 
sooner. Ms. Monaco noted that Heymann told her he was “proud” 


661 Senate Whitewater deposition of Bernard Nussbaum, July 17, 1995. 

662 See Final Report of the Senate Whitewater Committee, June 17, 1996, “The Foster Phase.” 

663 FBI Report of SA Scott Salter, August 9, 1993. Investigative period 7/29/93-8/9/93. 

664 Senate Whitewater deposition of David Gergen, July 12, 1995, p. 145. 

665 “Justice war wary of Foster probe,” the Washington Times, July 26, 1995, p. Al. 
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of Reno for taking the White House to task on the tardiness of dis- 
closing this relevant information. 666 

CONCLUSION 

Following the death of Vincent Foster, Jr., the White House de- 
liberately and immediately set upon a pattern of concealment and 
obstruction concerning Foster’s documents. That pattern exists to 
this day. Senior White House aides implicated in the Travelgate af- 
fair were involved with improper searches of the office on the 
evening of July 20, 1993 as well as the sham “official” search of 
July 22, 1993. Mrs. Clinton also played a role in trying to avoid 
“unfettered access” to Foster’s office and now we know she also 
weighed in on discussions regarding the turning over of the Foster 
note. Significantly, Foster’s office contained a large Travel Office 
file in his briefcase which was withheld from numerous investiga- 
tions for years. 

XII. The White House Has Stonewalled all Previous Inves- 
tigations and Engaged in an Unprecedented Damage Con- 
trol Operation run out of the White House Counsel’s Of- 
fice 

For more than 3 years, the Republican members of the commit- 
tee — both as minority members and majority members — have at- 
tempted to get to the bottom of this matter and faced a White 
House intent on withholding key documents and obscuring the 
truth. By subpoenaing documents from both the White House and 
the individuals involved and by piecing together the documentary 
record, it is clear that the White House’s initial “mea culpa” re- 
garding the Travel Office was a whitewash — a “limited, modified 
hangout” that was misleading at best. 

A. HEARINGS WERE REQUESTED IN 1993 ON THIS MATTER 

Providing oversight of 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue entails unique 
challenges. More than 3 years ago, Chairman Clinger requested 
Travel Office hearings after the White House’s investigation was 
led by the Chief of Staff who approved the firings in the first place. 
Far from standing the test of time, the White House Management 
Review’s credibility did not even survive its first news cycle. 

B. WHITE HOUSE HISTORY OF STONEWALLING 

The White House response to the various investigations into the 
White House Travel Office matter has been a history of 3 years of 
stonewalling. Despite a GAO investigation which was mandated by 
law — a law which President Clinton himself signed — and an OPR 
investigation conducted by the President’s own political appointee, 
and a criminal investigation conducted by the Justice Department, 
the White House has continued to withhold documents relating to 
Travelgate. An abbreviated history of the stonewalling follows. 


666 Committee staff interview with Cynthia Monaco, summer 1995. The committee notes that 
Ms. Monaco appears to be one of the rare Clinton appointees who had a semblance of a memory 
about these events. Ms. Monaco’s testimony was a rare exercise in candor and completeness. 
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1. GAO Investigation 

On July 2, 1993, a law was signed by the President which in- 
cluded a provision mandating the GAO review of the Travel Of- 
fice. 667 The report originally was to be completed by September 30, 
1993, but due in part to numerous White House delays, interviews 
were not completed until March 1994. Furthermore, the White 
House repeatedly delayed productions of records critical to the con- 
gressionally mandated investigation. In some cases, GAO never 
was informed of the existence of key documents responsive to its 
requests. In the committee’s October 24, 1995, hearing, a GAO rep- 
resentative testified that the measure of cooperation received from 
the White House was less than optimal and that all documents re- 
quested were not produced. 

The following is an overview of White House delays and denials 
in dealing with the investigation of the General Accounting Office’s 
congressionally mandated review of the White House Travel Office 
matter. 

• July 2, 1993: President Clinton signs into law, P.L. 103-50, 
Fiscal Year 1993 Supplemental Appropriations Act, which, 
among other things, mandates a GAO investigation of the 
White House Travel Office matter. The report is due to be com- 
pleted on September 30, 1993. 

• August 11, 1993: GAO held an opening meeting with the 
White House to explain the statutory requirements and scope 
of its investigation. White House Deputy Chief of Staff Roy 
Neel arrived 1 hour late, asked what GAO would do if the 
White House refused to provide documents and whether Con- 
gress would have access to GAO work papers, including mate- 
rial Neel said, “could be explosive.” Mr. Neel said he consid- 
ered GAO’s work a “nuisance” he wanted done as soon as pos- 
sible. 

• August 17, 1993: GAO’s Director of Federal Human Resource 
Management Issues Nancy R. Kingsbury writes Associate 
White House Counsel Clifford M. Sloan GAO’s first document 
request covering 20 categories of records concerning Travel Of- 
fice operations before and after the firings; White House Man- 
agement Review records; White House press releases, person- 
nel and performance records; records concerning Harry 
Thomason and Darnell Martens, among others. A list of 17 
White House staff to be interviewed also is attached. 

• August 26, 1993: White House (Mr. Sloan) writes GAO (Ms. 
Kingsbury) in response to August 17 letter promising to do 
“our best to respond expeditiously” but provides no documents. 
Also agrees to address the timing of any interviews during the 
week of August 30, 1993. 

• September 14, 1993: GAO Assistant Director John S. Bald- 
win, Sr., writes White House (Mr. Sloan) with four additional 
records requests, including a list of Presidential trips and, trip 
files, and procedural and computer manuals relating to the 
new Travel Office’s management system. 


667 P.L. 103-50. 
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• September 15, 1993: White House (Mr. Sloan) cover letter 
provides GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) documents related to the new 
Travel Office management system. 

• September 23, 1993: Matt Moore meets with Cliff Sloan 
about GAO records at 2 p.m. in the White House. [White 
House Travel Office Chronology, prepared by Government Re- 
form and Oversight Majority Staff] 

• September 23, 1993: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White 
House (Mr. Sloan) with additional request for Travel Office’s 
bank and financial records. Reiterates the need to promptly re- 
view documents. 

• September 24, 1993: White House (Mr. Sloan) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) with a document responsive to GAO’s August 
17, 1993, letter’s request #3. 

• September 27, 1993: White House (Mr. Sloan) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) four separate letters. Two provide a total of 12 
trip files for Presidential trips taking place between April 1992 
and April 1993. The other two letters provide documents relat- 
ed to the Travel Office’s Riggs National Bank account. 

• September 29, 1993: White House (Mr. Sloan) advises GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) — in response to GAO’s September 14, 1993, 
request — that it is seeking “an audit report done in 1981 or 
1982” from Reagan and Bush Presidential archives. 

• September 30, 1993: GAO Interim Report on the White 
House Travel Office matter was due to the House and the Sen- 
ate. The report noted the problems GAO was having with the 
White House in getting access to documents. 

• October 1, 1993: White House (Mr. Sloan) advises GAO (Ms. 
Kingsbury) that it is making available White House canceled 
checks for May through October 1992. 

• October 7, 1993: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White House 
(Associate Counsel W. Neil Eggleston) a 10-page letter review- 
ing, “the status of our requests for documents and interviews 
from the White House.” This letter states that: 16 of 20 re- 
quests made in its August 17, 1993, letter were not provided 
or were only partially provided; 2 of 3 requests made in its 
September 14, 1993, letter were incomplete; 7 of 10 requests 
made in its September 23, 1993, letter were not provided or 
only partially provided. This letter indicates that the White 
House has yet to provide any documents pertaining to 
Harry Thomason. 

• October 8, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) providing copies of an anonymous 1988 com- 
plaint against Travel Office employees and documents relating 
to a 1981 Travel Office internal review. 

• October 14, 1993: White House (Peter C. Pappas) writes 
GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) two letters, attaching financial disclo- 
sure filings of three White House staff and various documents 
related to Air Advantage. 

• October 14, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) a letter providing additional documents rel- 
evant to a 1981 Travel Office internal review and the 1988 
anonymous complaint. 
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• October 15, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two separate letters. The first states that the 
White House is continuing “in as expeditious a manner as pos- 
sible” to photocopy Travel Office trip files but notes that the 
White House’s understanding of GAO’s statutory authority lim- 
its GAO’s trip files request to trips from January 1992 through 
May 1993, and refers to redactions of material the White 
House considers privileged, relevant to Presidential security, or 
not germane. The second letter states that the White House 
has been unable to locate any Travel Office petty cash journals. 

• October 19, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) sends GAO (Ms. 
Kingsbury) four letters concerning: 9 trip files; President Clin- 
ton’s Travel Office remarks on May 21, 1993, and George 
Stephanopoulos’ Travel Office responses in a May 20, 1993, 
press briefing; a Bush administration document on “Prohibited 
Contacts with Agencies,” and “In the spirit of cooperation,” an 
August 6, 1993, copy of a Travel Office Policies and Procedures 
Review prepared by GSA. 

• October 20, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters. Letter requests “narrow and spe- 
cific requests for the time period after May 19” which the 
White House will consider in light of the statutory definition 
of GAO’s scope. The second declines to provide a copy of the 
White House telephone directory and states that interviews 
with various White House staffers have completed the White 
House response to Paragraph 7 of GAO’s October 7, 1993, let- 
ter 

• October 22, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with four additional trip files. 

• October 26, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with the trip file for President Bush’s 
October 25-November 4, 1992, “campaign swing.” 

• October 28, 1993. White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with enclosures it contends complete 
Paragraph 28 of GAO’s October 7, 1993, request. 

• November 2, 1993. White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with five additional Travel Office trip 
files dated September through November 1992. 

• November 3, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with four additional Travel Office trip 
files dating from December 1991, through October 1992. 

• November 4, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with airline ticket reports for 1992 and 
travel agent coupons for periods from December 1991, through 
June 1992. 

• November 5, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with six additional trip files from Feb- 
ruary and March 1992. 

• November 10, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with copies of travel agent coupons for 
various time periods from February 1992, through March 1993. 

• November 10, 1993: GAO (Mr. Homan) facsimiles White 
House (Mr. Eggleston) handwritten memo stating that GAO is 
available for interviews “on Friday between 8 a.m.-12 noon 
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and 2-4 p.m.” Still to be interviewed: Jeff Eller, Mark Gearan, 
John Podesta, Todd Stern, Chris Vein, Jack Kelly (6 of the 
original 17 requested interviewees). 

• November 12, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with five further trip files for January 
and February 1992. 

• November 15, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with two additional trip files from Janu- 
ary and September 1992. Attached to this document are three 
letters addressed to the Internal Revenue Service attaching 
trip files. 

• November 18, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) three letters with: additional copies of travel 
agent coupons for March/April 1993; and documents relevant 
to Paragraph 2 of GAO’s October 7, 1993, request. 

• November 23, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters with: eight further trip files from 
June through August 1992, and Travel Office itineraries for 
January 1992. 

• November 29, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters with: Travel Office itineraries for 
February 1992, and a copy of a newspaper article attached to 
Catherine Cornelius’ and Clarissa Cerda’s February 15, 1993, 
Travel Office reorganization memo. 

• November 30, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters: one includes additional trip files; 
the second includes a 1987 study of White House Facilities and 
Operating Units. 

• November 30, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes 
GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) letter confirming GAO’s withdrawal of a 
request to interview a representative of the Vice President’s 
National Performance Review (NPR) “setting forth the rela- 
tionship between the Review and the actions taken with re- 
spect to the Travel Office.” 

• December 1, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) forwards Trav- 
el Office itineraries for March 1992, to GAO (Ms. Kingsbury). 

• December 2, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) sends GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two additional letters. One encloses Travel Of- 
fice itineraries for April 1992. The second enclosed five addi- 
tional trip files. 

• December 3, 1993: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White House 
(Mr. Eggleston) a 15-page letter updating the status of GAO’s 
work, White House document productions and interviews. It 
reviews some 27 of 36 document requests not yet provided 
or only partially provided by the White House as of that date — 
5 months into the investigation. It further notes that 4 White 
House staffers and 1 GSA staffer have yet to be interviewed: 
Gearan, Eller, Podesta, Stern and Kelly (GSA). It closes with: 
“If the White House does not intend to arrange these inter- 
views, or does not possess or intend to provide any of the docu- 
ments requested, we respectfully request that you explain the 
circumstances or reasons in writing to us by January 10, 
1994.” 
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• December 4, 1993: Neil Eggleston meets with Bernie 
Nussbaum, John Podesta, Cliff Sloan and Todd Stern 
concerning how to deal with GAO. Among those issues 
discussed was whether GAO should be provided access 
to White House Management Review documents. Mr. 
Nussbaum decided, “No.” Mr. Eggleston notes dated De- 
cember 4, 1993, discuss Travel Office issues including 
ICAP, say not to provide GAO the Management Review 
interview notes. 

• December 6, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) contending that GAO’s “December 3, 1993, Re- 
quest Compilation unnecessarily introduces a measure of con- 
fusion into the process of requesting documents and interviews 
and responding to such requests” and that it “undermines our 
effort to cooperate in this matter.” It suggests that GAO has 
“chosen to alter the requests and the completeness of the re- 
sponses” and requests that GAO redraft the December 3, 1993, 
letter. 

• December 7, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) with eight additional trip files. 

• Deceinber 7, 1993: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White House 
(Mr. Eggleston) a 16-page letter superseding its December 3, 
1993, letter updating the status of document requests and sep- 
arating new requests from outstanding requests. This letter in- 
dicates that the White House still has provided no Harry 
Thomason documents to GAO. 

• December 8, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters with: six further Travel Office trip 
files and Travel Office itineraries for May through August 
1992, respectively. 

• December 9, 1993: David Watkins is interviewed by 
GAO with Watkins’ attorney Ty Cobb and Associate 
White House Counsel Neil Eggleston in attendance. It is 
at this interview that GAO learns of First Lady Hillary 
Rodham Clinton’s involvement in the White House Trav- 
el Office matter. 

• December 14, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) with five further trip files. 

• December 14, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) four letters regarding, respectively, December 
7, 1993, Paragraphs 5 (“fully complied with”), 7 (“fully com- 
plied with”), 37 (“decline to provide a briefing about the gen- 
eral procedures for the granting of access passes” . . . but 
agree to provide a witness to explain how the procedures ap- 
plied to Messrs. Thomason and Martens) and 41 (declining to 
respond to a request for current legal conclusions). 

• December 15, 1993: Neil Eggleston writes a memo for 
the White House’s GAO/Travel Office file outlining, 
“GAO Themes in Questioning.” Several of the themes 
deal with Mrs. Clinton, including: “Mrs. Clinton — the 
Management Report omits earlier involvement by her in 
the matter and fails to report her conversation with 
David Watkins on the night of Friday, May 14th.” Also 
notes, “The authors of the Management Review were 
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pressured to omit embarrassing details about Mrs. Clin- 
ton or the Administration from the Report.” 

• December 15, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters. In one, the White House claims to 
have complied with Paragraph 6 of GAO’s December 7, 1993, 
letter, “to the extent that we believe the request is relevant to 
the GAO inquiry” and declining further response without 
GAO’s establishing the relevance of materials withheld. This 
request involved resumes, applications, appointment docu- 
ments and financial disclosure filings of Kennedy, Watkins, 
Cornelius, Cerda and Eller. In the second, it claims to have 
provided what was requested of Paragraph 32 of the December 
7, 1993, letter, the article attached to Cornelius’ and Cerda’s 
February 15, 1993, memo. 

• December 16, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters enclosing Travel Office itineraries 
for September through November 1992, and providing addi- 
tional trip files. 

• December 16, 1993: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White 
House (Mr. Eggleston) clarifying outstanding requests and add- 
ing others arising from the GAO’s interview of David Watkins, 
including a request that Mr. Eggleston arrange for GAO to 
interview Mrs. Clinton, whose name came up in the Watkins 
interview. GAO noted it only asked whether or not the 
White House had made a determination. GAO adds that 
its “normal procedures . . . when someone reports to us 
that another party made certain statements, we arrange 
an interview ...” The letter notes that the White 
House has refused to provide information on whether or 
not the White House had determined Harry Thomason 
and Darnell Martens’ status as Special Government Em- 
ployees. 

• December 19, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with December 1992, Travel Office itin- 
eraries. 

• December 21, 1993: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter with further Travel Office trip files. 

• December 29, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) six separate letters claiming to complete its 
responses to Paragraphs 1, 9, 11, 14, 17, 31. Per Paragraph 1, 
Eggleston claims that GAO’s failure to address a White House 
letter dated October 20, 1993, leaves the White House unable 
to comply with this request concerning White House Travel Of- 
fice management since May 19, 1993, and interviews with 
Foucart and Riewerts. Responding to a GAO inquiry concern- 
ing lower charter costs under new Travel Office management, 
two Brian Foucart memos dated May 27 and May 31, 1993. 
The other five letters claim prior completion or completion 
based on attached documentation. 

• December 30, 1993: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters. One declines to produce the White 
House phone book and the second claims to complete the White 
House response to Paragraph 50. attaches a memorandum 
from Matthew Moore to David Watkins circa February 15, 
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1993. This includes a chart that identifies Billy Dale and his 
staff as “Bush Person [s]”. 

• January 3, 1994: White House (Mr. Pappas) forwards GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) additional Travel Office itineraries for Janu- 
ary and February 1993. 

• January 4, 1994: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters including the March 1993, Travel 
Office itineraries and additional trip files, respectively. 

• January 7, 1994: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter enclosing miscellaneous travel data and 
binders. 

• January 8, 1994: White House (Mr. Pappas) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter enclosing miscellaneous travel binders. 

• January 13, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters making more Travel Office work- 
sheets, binders and trip files. 

• January 18, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter responding to a request on Page 15 of 
GAO’s December 7, 1993, request compilation for information 
concerning the Vice President’s National Performance Review 
(NPR) and the review of the White House Travel Office. At- 
tached to this letter is a memo to Ms. Kingsbury from Todd J. 
Campbell, Counsel to the Vice President, stating that there 
was no connection between them. 

• February 3, 1994: White House (Special Hearings Counsel 
Matthew Moore) writes GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) letter providing 
a list of Presidential trips from May 22 through December 31, 
1993. 

• February 9, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter enclosing copies of the cover and title 
page of a book on bookkeeping for small business. 

• February 14, 1994: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White 
House (Mr. Eggleston) two letters concerning “a compulsively 
complete list” of what GAO still needs to complete its work by 
the end of the month. Some 21 items, identified as “A” through 
“V,” are attached. 

• February 14, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters. One challenges the relevance of 
request “M” from GAO’s February 14, 1994, letter. This re- 
ferred to several people identified on several passenger lists as 
Travel Office staff and requests they be identified as civilian 
or military personnel and that the White House arrange inter- 
views with them. Mr. Eggleston requests that GAO indicate 
how the request “would contribute to the statutorily defined 
scope of the GAO review.” The second encloses information 
concerning checks and deposit slips missing from a previous 
production. 

• February 17, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) nine separate letters responding to various of 
February 14, 1994’s compiled requests. These letters: 1) seek 
to limit Paragraphs “A” and “B” [respectively: post-May 19 trip 
files and operations records; and all records pertaining to the 
decision to bring World Wide Travel and Penny Sample into 
the White House] per issues of GAO’s “scope”; 2) note that the 
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White House has provided all relevant documents it could lo- 
cate for item “C” [documents describing policies and procedures 
in place before May 1993, including all financial management 
records]; 3) enclose White House’s KPMG Peat Marwick pay- 
ment documentation per “G”; 4) confirm that Travel Office 
records in FBI custody do not include complete copies of press 
billings from March 1992 through May 1993; 5) ask that GAO 
provide copies of its documents to assist the White House in 
fulfilling a request; 6) names the five fired non-supervisory 
Travel Office employees and their new Federal employers; 7) 
clarify a request concerning relevant and irrelevant documents 
in a Gary Wright briefcase; 8) address 9 World Wide Travel file 
folders; and, 9) make limited production of documents from a 
“Presidential and Vice Presidential Visit Manual.” 

• February 18, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) six letters responding to various of February 
14, 1994’s compiled requests. They include: 1) “Trust Travel 
Fund Reconciliation;” 2) press information; 3) travel guidelines; 
4) billing for various trips; 5) refund log; and, 6) bus contacts 
and master call-out list with phone numbers. 

• February 23, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters explaining that it cannot comply 
with two separate requests because: 1) Travel Office docu- 
ments [documentation of who paid for new ticketing equipment 
installed in May 1993, before American Express entered the 
Travel Office] “were not kept in the form reflected in the inven- 
tory and are no longer identifiable”; and, 2) the 15 to 20-year- 
old documents requested are “far beyond the scope of GAO’s 
original request.” 

• March 4, 1994: Bernard Nussbaum resigns as White House 
Counsel. 

• March 9, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter attaching Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens White House pass applications. 

• March 14, 1994: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White House 
(Mr. Eggleston) three letters. They request: 1) “copies of proc- 
essing documents used” to further its understanding of Travel 
Office financial management”; 2) authorization to ask Riggs 
National Bank questions concerning the Travel Office Press 
Fund, whether Travel Office payments are subject to the 
Prompt Pay Act and State and local tax issues; and, 3) copies 
of trip files for the new Travel Office management. 

• March 16, 1994: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White House 
(Mr. Eggleston) letter with questions to be asked of First 
Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton, Leon Panetta, Patsy 
Thomasson and Margaret Williams. She requests that the 
written responses to these questions be provided to GAO by 
March 25, 1994. 

• March 19, 1994: GAO’s Ms. Kingsbury completes a draft of 
the Travel Office report. [White House Travel Office Chro- 
nology, prepared by Government Reform and Oversight Com- 
mittee majority staff] 
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• March 25, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) to state that it “anticipates” being able to re- 
spond to requests due that day the following week. 

• March 25, 1994: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White House 
(Mr. Eggleston) letter beginning, “I understand that you are 
busy these days, but I am concerned that we have not been 
able to be in contact at least by telephone ...” and adding, 
“Finally, I must express serious concern about our recent expe- 
riences with obtaining clearance for staff on this assignment.” 

• March 25, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) responds to 
GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) letter on access. 

• March 30, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) four letters which respectively: 1) request that 
someone call Matt Moore for William Kennedy’s notes of his 
conversations with FBI agents prior to the Travel Office 
firings; 2) direct GAO to seek drafts of KPMG Peat Marwick 
from Peat Marwick itself; 3) state that a briefing paper ref- 
erenced in paragraph 6 of GAO’s mid-March document request 
cannot be located; and, 4) responds to GAO written questions 
directed to Watkins and McLarty on their behalf. States that 
Watkins recalled, “his conversation with Mrs. Clinton on this 
issue was on the evening of May 14, 1993;” and that McLarty 
recalled meeting with the First Lady on May 13, 1993. 

• March 31, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) regarding a June 3, 1993, memo from Vince 
Foster to David Watkins regarding 14 C.F.R. 121. 

• April 1, 1994: White House (Mr. Moore) facsimile transmittal 
cover sheet to GAO (Nancy Kingsbury) regarding “Letters in 
Response to Travel Office Review Requests. Attached is an 
April 1, 1994, White House memo (Mr. Eggleston) to GAO (Ms. 
Kingsbury) regarding Paragraph E of GAO’s February 14, 
1994, request (granting White House passes in general and 
Thomason/Martens White House passes in particular) which he 
said were forwarded to GAO on March 9. 

• April 4, 1994: Neil Eggleston writes a memo to White House 
Counsel Lloyd Cutler, Joel Klein, John Podesta and Todd Stern 
regarding Travel Office issues involving IRS. Mr. Eggleston 
discusses the issue of IRS taking the position that the White 
House is obligated to pay excise taxes on Travel Office press 
charters. Attached to this memo is a draft copy of the GAO 
Travel Office Report on the IRS. 

• April 11, 1994: Neil Eggleston writes a memo to White 
House Counsel Lloyd Cutler and John Podesta concerning the 
GAO Travel Office document requests, noting that the White 
House had not addressed “the effort by Martens to get a con- 
tract to conduct an accounting of the federal aircraft fleet . . .” 
because it previously had decided that the documents were not 
responsive. 

• April 12, 1994: GAO representatives Nancy Kingsbury, 
David Clark, and others meet with White House staffers Neil 
Eggleston, Patsy Thomasson, Brian Foucart, Steve Riewerts, 
Kim Johnson and Matt Moore to discuss completion of the 
GAO report and outstanding issues. 
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• April 13, 1994: White House (Mr. Moore) facsimile transmit- 
tal cover sheet to GAO (Nancy Kingsbury) followed by White 
House (Mr. Eggleston) letter to GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) listing 
individuals responsible for baggage security. 

• April 13, 1994: GAO (Ms. Kingsbury) writes White House 
(Mr. Eggleston) letter stating GAO’s need to “verify that the 
copies of documents we have received are authentic,” and “sur- 
vey the universe of documents to determine if any classes of 
records were withheld.” The letter includes a listing of docu- 
ments to be verified. 

• April 16, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter responsive to Paragraph D of GAO’s 
February 14, 1994, request compilation, with attached memo- 
randum to Harry Thomason and Markie Post concerning their 
meetings at the White House on April 30 and May 1, 1993, and 
the White House Project. These documents were withheld for 
almost 10 months from GAO even though they were available 
immediately. 

• April 22, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) two letters. One breaks down administrative 
leave costs of the five fired non-supervisory White House Trav- 
el Office employees. The second addresses the status of a De- 
partment of Agriculture detailee to the Travel Office. 

• April 23, 1994: White House (Mr. Eggleston) writes GAO 
(Ms. Kingsbury) letter confirming that “GAO has not requested 
documents prepared in connection with the White House Man- 
agement Review,” and adding that the White House did not 
provide attorney notes and analysis prepared after the events 
in the Travel Office. GAO had been told by Podesta and Stern 
that they only took a “thimblefull of notes” in the course of 
their review. 

• May 2, 1994: GAO issues its final Travel Office Report. 

• May 3, 1994: David Watkins writes a letter to Mrs. Clinton: 
“Hillary — The GAO erred in stating that I said that you urged 
me to replace members of the travel office with ‘our people.’ 
‘Urge’ is not a word I commonly use. Additionally, as I know 
you have experienced many times, the statement was reported 
out of context without my complete response to their questions 
being reported. Obviously, I regret any and all press references 
and their innuendoes as it related to your involvement in this 
affair. I have always known who my ‘client’ is.” 

• July 10, 1994: Neil Eggleston writes a memo to the file re- 
garding the Vince Foster Travel Office file and how it may or 
may not be responsive to numerous investigations including 
GAO, OPR, Public Integrity and Independent Counsel Fiske. 
He subsequently decides it is responsive to Public Integrity but 
only portions are provided 1 month later. Mr. Eggleston says 
that there is no need to tell GAO and OPR because they have 
completed their reports. 

• September 7, 1994: Neil Eggleston writes a memo to Patsy 
Thomasson and Jodie Torkelson about Travel Office issues and 
the status of GAO documents, IRS audit and FBI investiga- 
tions into Billy Dale, Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens. 
This memo is copied to White House Counsel Lloyd Cutler, 
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Joel Klein and Chris Cerf. A day later, Eggleston writes a let- 
ter to Stuart Goldberg at Public Integrity announcing his res- 
ignation, effective immediately. A clear pattern emerges in the 
course of this document production: documents that were po- 
tentially damaging to Billy Dale were the first out the door, 
while those that deal with Harry Thomason or “high level” 
White House officials were deliberately and extensively de- 
layed. Documents re: Harry Thomason clearly were requested 
in the first GAO request on August 17, 1993. Yet no Harry 
Thomason documents were produced until March 9, 1994, sev- 
eral days after Independent Counsel Fiske subpoenaed records 
from the White House and several days after the resignation 
of Bernard Nussbaum. The withholding of documents re: Harry 
Thomason and Darnell Martens and their business ventures 
was deliberate and consistent with attempts to withhold these 
documents from all other investigations. 

2. OPR investigation 

Following the issuance of the White House Management Review, 
the Attorney General committed to reviewing the report and follow- 
ing up on any aspects necessary. 668 By July 15, 1993, then Deputy 
Attorney General Heymann tasked the Office of Professional Re- 
sponsibility to conduct a review of “the conduct of the FBI in con- 
nection with its contacts with the White House on the Travel Office 
matter and to report its findings and recommendations. The report 
was completed on March 18, 1994 but never released by the Justice 
Department. 

Initially the Justice Department was requested to delay the re- 
lease of the report due to the Independent Counsel investigations — 
both by Independent Counsel Fiske and Independent Counsel 
Starr. By the summer of 1995, OPR realized it, too, had been 
stonewalled for 2 years by its own White House, which refused to 
provide access to Vince Foster’s Travel Office notebook. The Foster 
notebook was concealed from all previous investigations for 2 years. 

In a scathing July 24, 1995, Justice Department internal memo, 
OPR Counsel Michael Shaheen wrote: 

[W]e were stunned to learn of the existence of this docu- 
ment since it so obviously bears directly upon the inquiry 
we were directed to undertake in late July and August 
1993 ... we believe that our repeated requests to White 
House personnel and counsel for any information that 
could shed light on Mr. Foster’s statement regarding the 
FBI clearly covered the notebook and that even a mini- 
mum level of cooperation by the White House should have 
resulted in its disclosure to us at the outset of the inves- 
tigation. 

In fact, as early as December 1993, OPR considered approaching 
Attorney General Reno to request a full Travel Office investigation 
because “very dangerous signals” suggested possible obstruction of 
its investigation. 


668 July 14, 1993, letter from Attorney General Janet Reno to the Honorable Jack Brooks. 
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• July 15, 1993: Then-Deputy Attorney General Philip 

Heymann decided to call on the Justice Department’s Office of 
Professional Responsibility to conduct a review of the FBI’s 
role in the Travel Office firings. Later, after Vincent Foster’s 
death and the discovery of his “suicide note,” Mr. Heymann 
added to the investigation a review of the comments in Vincent 
Foster’s note about the “FBI lied.” 

• July 28, 1993: Then Deputy Attorney General Heymann pub- 
licly announced a review of the FBI’s role in the Travel Office 
firings and included a review of the comments in Vincent Fos- 
ter’s note about the “FBI lied.” The FBI had also been tasked 
on this date with investigating the delay in the turning over 
of the Foster “suicide” note. 

• August 1993: First letter to Nussbaum requesting docu- 
ments. 

• Summer 1993: White House failed to provide the Vince Fos- 
ter Travel Office file. OPR Counsel Michael Shaheen wrote a 
scathing memo in July 1995 about not receiving this document 
for OPR’s investigation. Mr. Shaheen wrote: “we were stunned 
to learn of the existence of this document since it so obviously 
bears directly upon the inquiry we were directed to undertake 
in late July and August 1993 . . .” 

• The White House only provided the White House Manage- 
ment Review notes from the interview with Vincent Foster to 
OPR. OPR had asked for all of the interview notes. Mr. 
Shaheen wrote: “The White House declined to provide the 
notes and failed to mention the existence of any handwritten 
notes by Mr. Foster on the subject.” 

• Mr. Shaheen also stated in his memo: “we believe that our 
repeated requests to White House personnel and counsel for 
any information that could shed light on Mr. Foster’s state- 
ment regarding the FBI clearly covered the notebook [the 
Vince Foster Travel Office notebook] and that even a minimum 
level of cooperation by the White House should have resulted 
in its disclosure to us at the outset of our investigation.” 

• Shaheen noted that the Vince Foster Travel Office notebook 
also had been withheld from the Independent Counsel. 

• Mr. Shaheen and members of his staff informed committee 
Counsel in an interview in August 1995 that by December 
1993, OPR was considering going to the Attorney General to 
request a full investigation into the Travel Office matter be- 
cause of the “very dangerous signals” sent to the investigators 
which indicated possible obstruction of its investigation. 
Shaheen and his investigators noted that the memories of 
White House witnesses were very vague and this was only sev- 
eral months after the events in question. Mr. Shaheen’s inves- 
tigation was cut short by the appointment of the Independent 
Counsel. 

JUSTICE DEPARTMENT, PUBLIC INTEGRITY SECTION 

While the Clinton White House cooperated fully with the Public 
Integrity Section’s investigation of Billy R. Dale, its refusal to pro- 
vide documents relevant to Public Integrity’s investigation of Harry 
Thomason and Darnell Martens for more than a year was so egre- 
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gious that the Chief of Public Integrity, Lee Radek, concluded on 
September 8, 1994: 

At this point, we are not confident that the White House 
has produced to us all the documents in its possession re- 
lating to the Thomason allegations. . . . [T]he White 
House’s incomplete production greatly concerns us because 
the integrity of our review is entirely dependent upon se- 
curing all relevant documents. 

The following week, the Clinton administration’s own Public Integ- 
rity Section was forced by these concerns to subpoena all docu- 
ments responsive to its investigation of Thomason and Martens. 
Even then, the Clinton administration refused to produce some 120 
responsive documents. Due to White House obstruction, Public In- 
tegrity had prosecuted — and lost — the Dale case before it even had 
received all documents relevant to its investigation of Thomason 
and Martens. 

• May 1993: Public Integrity began a criminal investigation 
into the Travel Office matter and shortly thereafter began an 
investigation into the roles of Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens at the White House. 

• July 1993: The Department of Justice began trying to get an 
interview with Harry Thomason while Thomason’s lawyer 
began trying to get access to the White House Management 
Review interview notes of Harry Thomason. 

• Summer 1993: Public Integrity began seeking documents 
from the White House in the summer of 1993 but received lit- 
tle information. As of September 30, 1993, Prosecutor Goldberg 
wrote to the White House “to confirm that the White House 
had only located two documents related to Harry Thomason.” 

• October 12, 1993: White House Counsel sent an agreement 
which would allow Public Integrity Prosecutor Goldberg to 
“view” the two Harry Thomason memos. 

• November 12, 1993: Goldberg signed an agreement to view 
two Harry Thomason “White House project” memos but not 
take any notes or make copies. At this point, almost 6 months 
after the firings and 6 months after the initiation of an inves- 
tigation into Travel Office related matters, no one at the White 
House appears to have mentioned the GSA/ICAP contracts 
Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens generated while seeking 
business for their company, TRM. 

• January 1994 — Spring 1994: Public Integrity continued to 
seek documents about Harry Thomason’s activities at the 
White House and received its first ICAP/GSA contract docu- 
ments regarding efforts by Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens to seek Government contracts. 

• March 14, 1994: Public Integrity wrote to White House 
Counsel Eggleston asking for confirmation in writing that the 
White House had searched for all Harry Thomason files. 

• April 5, 1994: Neil Eggleston distributed a memo to gather 
all Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens documents by April 
7, 1994. It requires a signed certification stating: “I have 
searched my files and I have no documents responsive to the 
requests set forth in this memorandum.” 
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• April 5, 1994: An FBI e-mail on this date titled: “WHTO Up- 
date” states: “there has been some problem in obtaining 
records from the White House regarding Thomason’s duties 
and responsibilities. Goldberg is considering issuing a sub- 
poena . . 

• Spring 1994: Production of Harry Thomason documents to 
Public Integrity continues. Matt Moore and Neil Eggleston 
were involved in document production. (Matt Moore possessed 
copies of the Watkins memos that were never turned over.) 

• May 11, 1994: Neil Eggleston, Joel Klein and Marvin Krislov 
(all in the White House Counsel’s office) wrote a letter to the 
Independent Counsel addressing how the White House would 
comply with the Independent Counsel’s grand jury subpoena. 
(Their letter narrowed the scope of the Independent Counsel’s 
initial request.) 

• May 1994: Neil Eggleston reviews the Foster Travel Office 
file to determine if it is responsive to the Fiske subpoena. He 
decides that it is not. Eggleston apparently ignores the fact 
that the Foster Travel Office file, which mentions Harry 
Thomason and Darnell Martens throughout, is responsive to 
the Public Integrity document requests. 

• June 24, 1993: Neil Eggleston writes a letter to Stuart Gold- 
berg informing him that Public Integrity has all of the Harry 
Thomason documents as of this date. (Vince Foster Travel Of- 
fice file is not included.) 

• July 10, 1994: Neil Eggleston writes a memo to Lloyd Cutler 
about the Vince Foster Travel Office file and why it wasn’t pro- 
duced to any investigation to date. Eggleston recommends pro- 
ducing only portions of the Foster notebook to Public Integrity 
by that Tuesday (July 12, 1994). Those portions are not pro- 
vided until 1 month later. 

• August 30, 1994: Neil Eggleston provides the additional doc- 
uments from Foster’s Travel Office notebook to Public Integrity 
(approximately 20 pages of the 100-plus page document are 
provided.). 

• August 30, 1994: Public Integrity prosecutor Goldberg writes 
the White House to ask why Harry Thomason documents were 
withheld and asks for an explanation by September 8, 1994. 

• September 8, 1994: Neil Eggleston writes Goldberg explain- 
ing why he failed to turn over all of the Harry Thomason docu- 
ments saying “I sincerely apologize for the oversight and hope 
that the delay in production of these documents has not caused 
you any inconvenience . . . please be advised that I have re- 
signed effective September 8, 1994.” 

• September 8, 1994: Public Integrity Chief Lee Radek writes 
a memo to Jack Keeney stating: “At this point we are not con- 
fident that the White House has produced to us all documents 
in its possession relating to the Thomason allegations . . . the 
White House’s incomplete production greatly concerns us be- 
cause the integrity of our review is entirely dependent upon se- 
curing all relevant documents.” 

• September 13, 1994: A Grand Jury subpoena for documents 
from the White House relating to Harry Thomason and Darnell 
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Martens is served on the White House with a September 30, 
1994, due date. 

• September 30, 1994: All Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens pursuant to the September 13, 1994, subpoena are 
due to the Grand Jury. The White House produced a “PRIVI- 
LEGE LOG” which identifies more than 120 documents that 
the White House refuses to turn over to its own Justice De- 
partment in the course of a criminal investigation involving ac- 
tivities at the White House. 

• July 6, 1995: White House provides complete Vince Foster 
Travel Office file to the press. 

• July 28, 1995: White House, in responding to Public Integ- 
rity Prosecutor Goldberg, sends more pages of Vince Foster 
Travel Office notebook. 

• August 17, 1995: Public Integrity prosecutor Goldberg re- 
views more Vince Foster documents at the White House with 
White House Associate Counsel Natalie Williams. 

• November 4, 1995: In the midst of the Billy Dale trial, a 
White House Associate Counsel faxes a memo on the Travel 
Office files that is dated 5/21/93. The memo was from a mem- 
ber of the White House Records Management staff who ex- 
pressed concerns about the handling of the documents in the 
Travel Office after the firings. The memo had not been pro- 
vided previously to Public Integrity or to defendant Billy Dale, 
whose criminal trial was under way. 

• November 6, 1995: The White House sends additional un- 
known documents to Public Integrity Prosecutor Goldberg. 

In summary, nearly 6 months had passed before the White 
House allowed Public Integrity prosecutors to see any documents 
related to Harry Thomason and nearly a year to provide most of 
the ICAP/GSA documents. The White House refused to provide the 
Vince Foster Travel Office file in its entirety until July 1995, after 
it released the file to the press. Portions of the file had been pro- 
vided to Public Integrity in August 1994. A September 1994, sub- 
poena failed to produce this document in its entirety. 

The White House also failed to provide the Watkins “soul cleans- 
ing memo” which was in Patsy Thomasson’s files despite numerous 
document requests and the September 1994, subpoena. At the very 
least, David Watkins, Matt Moore and Patsy Thomasson were 
aware of the existence of this document throughout the course of 
document requests. 

Even after the September 1994, subpoena from Public Integrity, 
the White House produced a privilege log of 120-plus documents it 
refused to provide to its own Justice Department in the course of 
a criminal investigation. White House production of documents to 
Public Integrity continued throughout the course of the Billy Dale 
trial in October-November 1995. Since these documents belatedly 
were provided to Public Integrity, they also belatedly were provided 
to the defendant during his trial instead of before the trial began. 

Public Integrity does not appear to have sought documents di- 
rectly from Harry Thomason until after the Billy Dale trial ended 
and after both the Committee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight and the Independent Counsel had sought documents from 
Thomason and Martens. New documents regarding efforts by 
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Thomason and Martens to seek business for TRM were included in 
these productions to the Justice Department after Billy Dale’s trial. 

Public Integrity’s tolerance of White House foot-dragging was in 
stark contrast to the aggressive pursuit of Billy Dale and his family 
throughout the course of the criminal investigation of Mr. Dale. 

The contrast is stark between Public Integrity Section’s prosecu- 
tion of Billy Dale and its utter passivity while the White House 
stonewalled its investigation of Thomason and Martens. Its crimi- 
nal investigation of Billy Dale was compromised from the begin- 
ning. The FBI relied on uncorroborated — and false — allegations of 
kickbacks against the Travel Office employees in launching a crimi- 
nal investigation. But for nearly a month, it ceded control over 
Travel Office documents to a White House that pledged to secure 
them while allowing numerous individuals with and without White 
House passes free reign to review and destroy documents critical 
to its investigation. 

In the midst of the Dale investigation, FBI Supervisory Special 
Agent Bowie was unaware the White House ordered a “Manage- 
ment Review” of the Travel Office matter which provided a “heads- 
up” of sort. The Management Review provided political cover to the 
Clinton administration while forewarning the White House of po- 
tentially embarrassing discoveries and “explosive documents” in 
the words of Deputy Chief of Staff Neel. The Management Review’s 
discovery that the kickback allegations against the Travel Office 
employees were baseless is a prime example: the White House re- 
fused to inform the FBI or Public Integrity of this fact. 

In Dale’s case, an FBI e-mail stated that Justice inexplicably in- 
tended to indict “before the November elections.” In addition, pros- 
ecutor Stuart Goldberg was well-aware that Travel Office records 
it was obligated to secure had been lost. As Goldberg himself in- 
formed IRS agents: “Records that were there at one time are now 
missing and they don’t know who took them. Mr. Goldberg stated 
that it may have been Catherine Cornelius.” Even so, Justice pre- 
vented Dale from using this information at trial in his own defense. 

Yet in its investigation of Thomason and Martens, even after 
Justice attempted to end the White House’s year-long stonewall 
with a grand jury subpoena, it passively acceded to a White House 
privilege log of 120 withheld documents. 

Public Integrity’s experience with the Clinton White House of- 
fered further evidence of administration obstruction while provid- 
ing critical insights into its own tale of two very different investiga- 
tions. 


XIII. Stonewalling This Committee’s Investigation 

A. HISTORY OF SEEKING TRAVELGATE DOCUMENTS FROM THE WHITE 

HOUSE 

1. Chairman Clinger’s efforts to investigate while in the minority 

Chairman Clinger began the investigation into the Travel Office 
matter while he was the ranking minority member of the commit- 
tee. Ranking Member Clinger’s efforts in the minority from 1993- 
94 included: 

• June 16, 1993: Chairman Clinger joins Republican leader- 
ship in requesting documents and responses to questions re- 
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garding the Travel Office. (No substantive response ever was 
provided.) 

• August 6, 1993: Chairman Clinger joins Republican leader- 
ship in requesting information on the IRS investigation and 
other Travel Office questions. (No substantive response ever 
was provided.) 

• October 15, 1993: Chairman Clinger writes Bernard Nuss- 
baum concerning the status of Harry Thomason as a special 
Government employee. (No substantive response ever was pro- 
vided.) 

• September 13, 1994: Chairman Clinger requests that the 
White House provide access to GAO documents maintained at 
the White House. (Access never provided — later memo shows 
White House Counsel Neil Eggleston recommended denying 
the request after the Appropriations bill for the White House 
had passed.) 

• September 20, 1994: Chairman Clinger again requests access 
to GAO documents at the White House. 

• October 1994: Chairman Clinger issues a report analyzing 
the GAO report on the Travel Office and calling for hearings 
on the discrepancies found in the GAO work papers versus the 
final report, and other outstanding issues. 

2. Committee efforts in the 104th Congress 

In the beginning of the 104th Congress, Chairman Clinger com- 
mitted to a full investigation into the Travel Office matter and 
began making inquiries of the White House in the spring of 1995. 
The White House initially would not even provide the GAO work- 
ing papers which Roy Neel had described as “explosive,” and rec- 
ommended against congressional review. 669 

The committee initiated document requests on the Travel Office 
matter beginning in June 1995. Initially, the White House condi- 
tioned its compliance on the provision of armed security guards to 
protect the “explosive” documents. The foot-dragging that followed 
is outlined below. 

• June 14, 1995: Committee makes first document request to 
White House focusing on White House Management Review 
documents and documents related to Harry Thomason’s activi- 
ties at the White House. 

White House Response: 

• Throughout June and July 1995, White House fails to 
produce any documents and requests that the committee 
hire security guards to protect any documents provided to 
the committee. 

• July 18, 1995: White House produces the Vince Foster 
Travel Office file several weeks after providing it to the 
press. 

• August 2, 1995: White House produces documents, 90 
percent of which have been previously made publicly avail- 
able (i.e. White House Management Review copies, GAO 
report copies, press conference transcripts). 


669 GAO notes on meeting with Roy Neel, August 1993. 
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• August 9, 1995: White House produces more copies of 
the Management Review from various files and several 
miscellaneous documents. 

• August 28, 1995: White House produces miscellaneous 
handwritten notes by White House employees. 

• September 5, 1995: White House produces a privilege log 
identifying 900 pages of documents from the White House 
Management Review. 

• September 13, 1995: After negative press reaction to 
White House privilege log, the White House produces ap- 
proximately 400 pages of interview notes from the 900 
pages of Management Review documents. 

• September 18, 1995: White House produces Bruce 
Lindsey documents regarding efforts by Harry Thomason 
and Darnell Martens to obtain GSA consulting contracts 
for their business, TRM. These documents had not been 
identified previously as documents that were being with- 
held in the privilege log. (On this same day, Harry 
Thomason cancels a previously scheduled interview with 
committee staff.) 

• September 18, 1995: Committee makes second document re- 
quest to White House requesting all White House Travel Office 
documents from all of the various investigations. 

White House Response: 

• September 25, 1995: White House produces more notes 
from the White House Management Review. 

• September 28, 1995: White House produces more docu- 
ments from Bruce Lindsey’s office, Counsel’s office and Of- 
fice of Administration. 

• October 4, 1995: White House produces additional White 
House Management Review documents. 

• October 5, 1995: White House produces documents from 
Neil Eggleston and Bill Kennedy. 

• October 13, 1995: White House produces documents from 
Counsel’s office, Office of Administration and Records 
Management. 

• October 17, 1995: White House produces documents from 
Cliff Sloan, Neil Eggleston and various White House Man- 
agement Review files. 

• October 24, 1995: Committee holds first hearing on the 
Travel Office matter. 

• October 26, 1995: Billy Dale embezzlement trial begins. 

• November 14, 1995: White House produces more White 
House Management Review documents, including lengthy 
chronologies and drafts, but still does not provide the legal 
analysis done by Beth Nolan about Harry Thomason’s sta- 
tus as a special Government employee. 

• November 16, 1995: Billy Dale acquitted. 

• December 19, 1995: White House Counsel sends out 
memo to all staff in response to committee document re- 
quests. 

• December 22, 1995: White House produces more docu- 
ments from Joel Klein, Office of Records Management, 
Cliff Sloan, Patsy Thomasson and Counsel’s office. 
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• December 29, 1995: Watkins memo “found” at the White 
House. 

• January 3, 1996: White House produces more documents 
from various White House offices. Watkins memo is pro- 
duced. 

• January 5, 1996: Committee issues personal subpoenas to 
David Watkins and Harry Thomason for all Travel Office docu- 
ments. 

• January 11, 1996: Committee issues subpoenas to White 
House for all outstanding documents and to six individuals at 
White House (due on January 22, 1996). 

White House Response: 

• January 22, 1996: White House produces documents 
from Counsel’s office, Chief of Staffs office, Office of Ad- 
ministration and other offices. 

• January 29, 1996: White House produces documents 
from miscellaneous files including those of Patsy 
Thomasson and Catherine Cornelius. 

• February 1, 1996: White House Counsel sends out memo 
to all staff requesting all documents responsive to the Jan- 
uary 11, 1996 subpoena due on January 22, 1996. 

• February 14, 1996: White House produces documents 
from various individual files. 

• February 7, 1996: Committee sends individual subpoenas to 
more than 25 present and former White House staff (due Feb- 
ruary 26, 1996). 

• February 15, 1996: Committee issues interrogatories to Mrs. 
Clinton due on February 29, 1996. (Subsequent request for an 
additional 3 weeks to respond is granted. ) 

• February 15, 1996: White House distributes a memo to 
present and former staff, volunteers and others who re- 
ceived personal subpoenas requesting that they turn over 
their documents to the White House and stating that the 
White House in turn will produce relevant documents to 
the committee. 

• February 22, 1996: White House produces documents 
from various White House offices, including notes taken by 
a White House intern monitoring the Billy Dale trial and 
documents related to Billy Dale trial. White House rep- 
resents that responsive documents have been produced 
and this should complete production but that there are 
documents they believe are subject to privilege which they 
are withholding. No privilege log is provided. 

• March 4, 1996: White House produces additional docu- 
ments. 

• March 8, 1996: White House produces documents from 
Cliff Sloan, Todd Stern, Matt Moore, Dee Dee Myers, Nat- 
alie Williams and Counsel’s office. 

• March 15, 1996: White House produces a small number 
of documents including a never before produced letter to 
Mrs. Clinton from David Watkins dated May 3, 1994 — the 
day after the GAO Travel Office Report was issued. 

• March 21, 1996: First Lady provides responses to com- 
mittee’s interrogatories regarding the Travel Office. 
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• April 1, 1996: White House produces additional docu- 
ments including the first e-mail produced by the White 
House. 

• April 2, 1996: White House produces additional docu- 
ments from Cliff Sloan’s records and Office of Personal 
Correspondence. 

• April 18, 1996: White House produces documents from 
Dee Dee Myers that were left out of earlier productions 
(documents are notes from May 1993, concerning the Trav- 
el Office). 

• April 24, 1996: White House produces several pages of 
additional documents from Tom Castleton, David Watkins 
and Information & Systems Technology. 

• May 9, 1996: The committee held White House Counsel Jack 
Quinn and White House aides David Watkins and Matthew 
Moore in contempt for failing to turn over documents. 

• May 9, 1996. — White House Counsel writes Chairman 
Clinger a letter claiming blanket executive privilege on be- 
half of President Clinton over 3,000 pages of documents 
being withheld from the committee. Attached is a letter to 
the President from Attorney General Reno endorsing that 
claim. The Attorney General had not reviewed any docu- 
ments at that time. The committee votes to hold Messrs. 
Quinn, Watkins and Moore in contempt of Congress. 

• May 30, 1996: The White House delivers to the commit- 
tee 1,000 of the 3,000 pages over which it previously had 
claimed executive privilege and a privilege log for the re- 
maining documents. The committee postpones a scheduled 
contempt vote on the floor of the House against White 
House Counsel Quinn in order to review the documents 
and log. Included in these documents was a December 20, 
1993 request for Billy Dale’s FBI file. 

• June 5, 1996: — In light of the committee’s discovery of the 
White House’s December 20, 1993, request of Mr. Billy Dale’s 
confidential FBI background file, Chairman Clinger writes 
President Clinton to request that the remaining 2,000 pages of 
documents over which he has claimed executive privilege be 
produced. 

• June 10, 1996. — White House Counsel advises Chairman 
Clinger that the 2,000 pages still withheld under a claim 
of executive privilege are “unquestionably within the scope 
of this privilege.” 

• June 18, 1996. — Chairman Clinger writes a letter to Ranking 
Member Cardiss Collins, who has agreed to act as an 
intermediary to the White House concerning the 2,000 pages. 
This letter lists documents the committee deems essential to 
obtain from the remaining 2,000 pages and asks the White 
House to certify that no other documents remain outstanding. 

• June 25, 1996. — White House Counsel Quinn agrees to 
Chairman Clinger’s proposal as contained in the chair- 
man’s letter of June 18, 1996, to Ranking Member Cardiss 
Collins. 

• June 27, 1996. — Chairman Clinger and committee staff 
begin review of remaining 2,000 pages of documents at 
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committee offices in the presence of White House person- 
nel. 

• June 28, 1996. — Chairman Clinger writes White House 

Counsel Quinn, raising the issue of White House 
redactions and insufficient detail in the White House privi- 
lege log as it relates to the review of the 2,000 pages. 

• July 10, 1996. — White House Counsel Quinn writes 

Chairman Clinger suggesting protocols for deposing White 
House lawyers, and recommends confirming White House 
redactions with the assistance of a neutral third party. 

• July 12, 1996. — White House Counsel Quinn writes 

Chairman Clinger a letter memorializing his interpreta- 
tion of an agreement to interview White House attorneys. 
It suggests that Chairman Clinger has agreed to provide 
White House lawyers, in advance, with notification of sub- 
jects that will or will not be covered. 

• July 18, 1996. — White House Counsel Quinn writes 

Chairman Clinger concerning the reviewing of redacted 
documents accompanied by one majority staff member, 
Ranking Member Collins or her designee and one minority 
staff member. This letter also acknowledges that Chair- 
man Clinger has reserved the right to request any mate- 
rial relating to Mr. Craig Livingstone. 

• July 24, 1996. — Chairman Clinger clarifies White House 
Counsel Quinn’s misinterpretation of agreements outlined in 
Counsel Quinn’s July 12, 1996, letter, suggesting that White 
House lawyers be advised in advance of subject matters to be 
covered or excluded in depositions. Under separate cover, 
Chairman Clinger writes Counsel Quinn a letter indicating 
more than 200 pages of documents unidentified in the White 
House privilege log. 

• July 31, 1996. — Chairman Clinger writes White House Coun- 
sel Quinn, after personally having spent 6 hours reviewing re- 
dacted White House documents, requesting that the White 
House produce all responsive documents in three categories: 1) 
communications with outside attorneys relating to interviews, 
depositions or Grand Jury appearances; 2) briefing materials 
and questions prepared for Congress; and, 3) the review of Mr. 
Foster’s office. 

• August 15, 1996. — White House produces 1,400 of the 
2,000 pages of documents it had withheld under claims of 
executive privilege. 

The above chronology demonstrates the dramatic lengths to 
which the committee had to go to assure that the White House 
would provide all responsive documents. Even after 3 years of ef- 
fort, we know there are still missing documents that are relevant 
to this inquiry that have been “lost” at the White House or by out- 
side parties. 
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B. WHITE HOUSE PROTECTION EFFORTS WERE PARTICULARLY KEYED 

TO WITHHOLDING DOCUMENTS POTENTIALLY DAMAGING AND 

SHIELDING KEY PLAYERS 

1. Harry Thomason Role 

Time and again, the committee has been denied critical docu- 
ments responsive to the investigation. Sometimes, we were told 
documents did not exist only to later have those documents appear 
when we subpoenaed the right people. This happened with two crit- 
ical documents: a January 29, 1993 memo from Darnell Martens to 
his partner Harry Thomason and a March 5, 1993 memo. These 
documents establish that the idea of seeking Government business, 
including that of the Travel Office, for their company, TRM, was 
explored by the two. 670 Harry Thomason finally turned over this 
document under threat of a subpoena in December 1995. The 
March 5 memo to Harry Thomason discussed Martens’ efforts to 
gather incriminating information on the Travel Office employees 
while promoting TRM for a plan to take over the Travel Office. 671 

These documents suggest that long before Harry Thomason pro- 
moted rumors of wrongdoing in the Travel Office, he was seeking 
Government business for TRM. This information was shielded from 
the public for the past several years by Thomason’s White House 
allies. 

The President withheld notes by Special Counsel Jane Sherburne 
concerning how the White House responded to various requests for 
Harry Thomason documents. Ms. Sherburne noted: 

Only DOJ knows this . . . not GAO or Hill. Relevance 
is if SGE, wld [would] be conflict. Route to their indict- 
ment is from here — which wasn’t part of Mgmt Review. 
Problem: allegations that GAO didn’t get it and we not dis- 
close. 672 

Mr. Thomason used his access to the White House to discuss op- 
portunities for Federal Government contracts with the President in 
February. President Clinton forwarded Harry Thomason’s business 
proposal to McLarty, Gearan and Watkins after writing “these guys 
are sharp.” 673 The “ICAP” documents which discussed this pro- 
posal were the records that were withheld from GAO and Congress. 

Curiously, the documents the committee obtained from Harry 
Thomason were never even requested by the Justice Department, 
which was charged with investigating Thomason’s activities at the 
White House. Only after the committee obtained these and many 
other documents regarding Harry Thomason, Darnell Martens and 
TRM did the Justice Department in turn seek to obtain documents 
this committee already had received. Had the Justice Department 
been conducting a thorough investigation, it would have sought 
documents from Harry Thomason. 


670 The committee had been repeatedly informed by the White House Counsel that the Janu- 
ary 29, 1993 memo simply didn’t exist. 

671 March 5, 1993 memo to Harry Thomason from Darnell Martens with attached memo on 
the Travel Office. 

672 Handwritten notes of Jane Sherburne, undated, discussing Travel Office issues and Harry 
Thomason liability, DF 781903. 

673 February 11, 1993 memo seeking Federal Government contracts, CGE 2223. 
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2. Notes of Interview with Mrs. Clinton — Missing 

The committee also learned that documents that once existed 
now supposedly are among the missing. Also missing are notes 
taken by Neil Eggleston of his interview with Mrs. Clinton in re- 
sponse to GAO questions about Mrs. Clinton’s role in the firings of 
the Travel Office employees. 674 The White House has informed us 
it had not been able to locate these critical notes. Mr. Eggleston 
testified that he probably did take such notes and that he left all 
of his notes in the custody of Special Counsel Jane Sherburne. 675 
Who had access to this critical evidence in addition to Sherburne 
and why has it disappeared? 

3. Missing Memo in Kennedy’s office which was reviewed by FBI 

agents 

The committee also has identified another key missing Travel Of- 
fice memo identified by two FBI agents who said it was shown to 
them by Bill Kennedy when he summoned them to the White 
House to initiate the FBI investigation of the Travel Office employ- 
ees. According to the FBI agents, Kennedy told them that a friend 
of the President’s was unsuccessfully trying to get business. 676 Mr. 
Kennedy pulled out a memo that detailed alleged wrongdoing by 
Travel Office employees — kickbacks, lavish lifestyles and the 
like. 677 This approximately 10 page memo was shown to the 
agents, but they were not provided with a copy. These same agents 
were told of “highest levels” interest in the White House. 

That same morning, Harry Thomason was scheduled to meet 
with President Clinton. 678 Harry Thomason had been in touch with 
Mrs. Clinton prior to his meeting with the President according to 
documentary evidence the committee has obtained. 679 Mr. McLarty 
and Susan Thomases also were on Thomason’s White House sched- 
ule in this timeframe. 680 

The White House claims the missing 10 page document allegedly 
shown to FBI agents doesn’t exist — another mystery document that 
the White House and Kennedy claimed to know nothing about. 681 
The White House asks that the committee take Kennedy’s word 
over that of two FBI agents after he left the White House under 
an ethical cloud. This is yet another situation in which the White 
House contradicts the recollections of career public officials who 
have no reason to provide incorrect information. 


674 Mr. Eggleston believes it is most likely that he did take notes and says he left them at 
the White House with Special Counsel Jane Sherburne who has headed up the document pro- 
duction for the White House in response to the committee’s requests and subpoenas. See com- 
mittee deposition of Neil Eggleston, June 3, 1996. 

675 Committee deposition of Neil Eggleston, June 3, 1996. 

676 OPR interview of Howard Apple and Patrick Foran. 

677 OPR interview of Howard Apple and Patrick Foran. 

678 Harry Thomason’s phone logs. 

679 Handwritten notes of David Watkins, May 31, 1993, PM 00169. 

680 Harry Thomason phone logs. 

681 See Chairman Clinger letter of December 14, 1995, to White House Counsel Jack Quinn 
and response from Counsel Quinn to Chairman Clinger on December 20, 1995, in Correspond- 
ence between the White House and Congress in the Proceedings Against John M. Quinn, David 
Watkins and Matthew Moore. 
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4. Missing Mack McLarty Memo 

Another “missing” document is a document that first was identi- 
fied by Jennifer O’Connor in the summer of 1993. 682 Ms. O’Connor 
recalled a memo that Mack McLarty had sent to senior staff ex- 
plaining what Harry Thomason would do at the White House. 683 A 
directive from the Chief of Staff explaining the purpose of 
Thomason’s efforts would be logical since Harry Thomason made 
requests of dozens of staffers to meet with him on “the White 
House Project.” The McLarty memo, as described, would explain 
Thomason’s official role at the White House. 

C. WHITE HOUSE RESPONSE ON MATTERS RELATED TO MRS. CLINTON 

Particularly as regards the role of Mrs. Clinton, Watkins was not 
alone in being “vague and protective.” Mrs. Clinton herself could 
remember little of substance about communications regarding the 
Travel Office, except for derogatory information about its fired em- 
ployees. 684 

Mrs. Clinton recalled derogatory information with a specificity al- 
together lacking in her other recollections. She had no clear recol- 
lection who provided her with this information. Under oath, how- 
ever, she acknowledged, “I became aware from Vincent Foster or 
Harry Thomason of concerns about financial mismanagement in 
the White House Travel Office.” 685 Since Mr. Foster’s notes seem 
to indicate that he first learned of this matter from Mrs. Clinton, 
not the other way around, it appears that only leaves Harry 
Thomason as the likely source of Mrs. Clinton’s information. 686 

When it comes to the role of Mrs. Clinton, the hazy memories of 
the various players in the Travelgate saga exhibit a striking pat- 
tern of obfuscation and obstruction. This has been the case in each 
successive investigation, from the White House itself to congres- 
sional committees and the GAO to the Independent Counsel. 

The following are just some of the instances where White House 
staff airbrushed Mrs. Clinton out of the Travel Office picture and 
related events: 

• When Podesta and Stern were initially tasked with conduct- 
ing the White House Management Review, notes from the au- 
thors indicate that Chief of Staff Mack McLarty did not imme- 
diately disclose conversations he had with Mrs. Clinton in 
which she had urged action on the Travel Office matter. Nor 
did McLarty immediately provide them with the May 17 memo 
regarding the firings which was “cc’d” to Mrs. Clinton and 
which discussed Harry Thomason bringing the allegations to 
light. 687 

• On May 27, 1993, just a week or so after the firings, Harry 
Thomason in an interview for the White House Management 
Review failed to discuss any of the conversations he had with 
Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office. 688 (Mrs. Clinton has 


682 Public Integrity interview of Jennifer O’Connor, August 1993. 

688 Id. 

684 Response to committee interrogatories for Mrs. Clinton, March 21, 1996. 

685 Id. 

686 Foster Travel Office file, CGE 1003. 

687 See committee depositions of John Podesta, June 5, 1996, and Todd Stern, May 29, 1996. 
688 WHMR interview of Harry Thomason, May 27, 1993, CGEPR 451-465. 
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made public statements that she did not think it was Harry 
Thomason who brought the Travel Office issue to her atten- 
tion. But notes in the 2,000 pages indicate that Thomason’s at- 
torneys acknowledged he did have conversations with Mrs. 
Clinton: Document DF 780464 reads, “Harry — *■ conversations 
with her in passing — 1 or 2 in passing — * he recalls being in 
office abt Little Rock/Inauguration. Travel Office comes up — * 
Status report. Told her abt things he believed were wrong. 
They should be replaced disloyalty — *■ — remembers telling DW 
should be replaced, and that FC shares his view. — could — * did 
this during the campaign — »■ could do the job —*■—»• probably 
told her about plans.” 689 And under oath in answers to inter- 
rogatories submitted to the committee, Mrs. Clinton acknowl- 
edged that Harry Thomason or Vincent Foster brought the 
matter to her attention. 690 ) 

• On June 2, 1993, in Vince Foster’s White House Manage- 
ment Review interview, 691 he made no mention of his numer- 
ous conversations with Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office. 
But he did note that he considered some of his conversations 
to be privileged. He later relayed contacts in a June 30, 1993 
meeting but downplayed them. 692 At this time or sometime 
shortly thereafter, Foster started keeping a detailed notebook 
in which he outlined the conversations he had with Mrs. Clin- 
ton about the Travel Office. This notebook was kept from in- 
vestigators for years. Notes in the 2,000 pages of withheld doc- 
uments refer to entries in the notebook which could be used to 
suggest Mrs. Clinton urged hasty action by Watkins and oth- 
ers. 

• On June 2, 1993, in Watkins’ White House Management Re- 
view interview, Watkins made no mention of his conversations 
with Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office. 693 Indeed in his 
“soul cleansing” memo, Watkins noted he had been “vague and 
protective” and that there would be “hell to pay” if things were 
not done as Mrs. Clinton wanted. 694 

• In a March 21, 1994, GAO interview, McLarty recounted one 
meeting that he had with Mrs. Clinton on May 13, 1993, about 
the Travel Office. Mrs. Clinton says she “stopped by McLarty’s 
office to say that she had heard about inefficiencies in the 
Travel Office and asked him to look into it.” 695 Mr. McLarty 
did not discuss a later May 16th encounter with Mrs. Clinton 
which was explained in his copy of a Travel Office chronology 
as “HRC pressure” and which McLarty has now acknowl- 
edged. 696 

• On July 26, 1993, the Foster “suicide” note was found. 697 In 
FBI interviews several days later, the three attorneys — Ber- 
nard Nussbaum, Bill Burton and Steve Neuwirth — who had 
been present when Mrs. Clinton viewed Foster’s note failed to 
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694 Watkins memorandum, CGE 12286-12294. 
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acknowledge that Mrs. Clinton had been present shortly after 
the discovery of the note. 698 In a pattern emanating from the 
White House of late, associate counsel Steve Neuwirth, one of 
those present when Mrs. Clinton looked at Foster’s note, said 
the FBI agent took bad notes and claimed he told about Mrs. 
Clinton’s presence when they reviewed the Foster note. 699 In 
the interview of Bill Burton, there was also no mention of Mrs. 
Clinton being present in the room. 700 

• On July 26, 1996 David Gergen had a conversation with 
McLarty in which McLarty said that Mrs. Clinton was very 
upset, believed the matter [the “suicide note”] required further 
thought and that the President should not yet be told. 701 She 
said they should have a coherent position and should have de- 
cided what to do before they told the President. (DF781222) 
Gergen DID NOT relay this conversation in questioning under 
oath in the Whitewater Committee, nor did he relate this con- 
versation in his informal interview with the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. 702 This conversation was 
relayed in one of the debriefings that White House Counsel did 
of Gergen’s attorney. 703 If this was relevant enough to tell the 
White House, why was this information withheld from the 
Whitewater Committee? 

• On July 27, 1993 — the day after Foster’s suicide note was 
found and the day the Clintons’ personal files were turned over 
to the law firm of Williams and Connolly — virtually no one who 
was recorded as being in the White House residence that day 
has a memory of discussing anything about documents or the 
Foster suicide note with Mrs. Clinton even though records 
show Mrs. Clinton never left the residence all day. White 
House records show that Bernard Nussbaum, Bob Barnett, 
Susan Thomases, Webb Hubbell, Steve Neuwirth, and Maggie 
Williams were in the residence that day. 704 Interestingly, the 
so-called personal documents turned over to Williams and 
Connolly on this day included documents relating to Harry 
Thomason and the White House Project. 705 Mr. Foster’s suicide 
note contained numerous references to the Travel Office. 

The apparent efforts to “airbrush” out Mrs. Clinton’s role in this 
matter or her presence on certain occasions has been a consistent 
theme throughout this investigation as well as other investigations. 
This even was apparent in the production of a White House privi- 
lege log in which the White House mischaracterized documents di- 
rectly related to or mentioning Mrs. Clinton. 

For example, a document identified on its face as “Foster con- 
versations with HRC re: Travel Office” was characterized in the 
privilege log provided to the committee prior to the document re- 
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view as “Memorandum analyzing Foster communications re: Travel 
Office.” 706 

Why did the Counsel’s Office misrepresent this document in a log 
of documents over which the President was claiming executive 
privilege? Was this done with the President’s knowledge or ap- 
proval? Under the Reagan executive privilege memorandum, the 
President must personally assert the privilege, but only over a very 
limited universe of documents such as those involving the national 
security, not debriefings of witnesses appearing before the House or 
Senate committees or Independent Counsels, for example. 

Another document entitled on its face “HRC Travel Office Chro- 
nology” was labeled in the privilege log as “chronological analysis 
of Travel Office events.” 707 Still another document entitled “HRC 
Role” which outlined what various reviews and investigations said 
about Mrs. Clinton’s role in the Travel Office firings was identified 
by the White House as: “Draft chart analysis and comparison of 
various Travel Office investigations.” 708 

Why, even when producing a privilege log, did the Counsel’s of- 
fice continue to engage in such obfuscation? Who is the White 
House Counsel’s office responding to when it takes such actions? 
Did the President know of these misrepresentations? 

In what apparently must have been off-message scripts, several 
Democrat members of the committee noted Mrs. Clinton’s role. Rep. 
Waxman stated, “the First Lady said something or other to the ef- 
fect that the administration ought to put its own people in or ought 
to make some change, presumably. What is wrong with that?” 709 
Rep. Kanjorski offered that “we did probably have a sensitive First 
Lady” who remembered his investigation of the Bush White House 
into travel matters. Rep. Kanjorski explained Mrs. Clinton’s in- 
volvement as “a normal interest of a protective wife.” 710 

D. PATTERN OF OBSTRUCTION 
1. Delays in document production 

As in any other investigation, the committee depended on White 
House cooperation to obtain access to documents and witnesses to 
ascertain what led to the Travel Office firings and the actions 
which followed. Unfortunately, the Clinton administration proved 
singularly uncooperative on both fronts just as it had — the commit- 
tee learned — with all previous investigations of the Travel Office 
matter. The White House claimed as recently as September 1995, 
that all relevant documents had been produced. 

When it surfaced 3 months later, the Watkins “soul cleansing 
memo” belied those claims and led the committee to issue biparti- 
san subpoenas for all remaining documents relevant to the Travel 
Office investigation. Even after the subpoenas were issued, how- 
ever, the White House delayed the production of responsive docu- 
ments for months, claiming executive privilege and leading the 
committee to vote White House Counsel Jack Quinn in contempt of 
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Congress. Of 3,000 documents over which the White House had 
claimed executive privilege, 1,000 were produced to the committee 
in late May 1996, on the very day that the committee’s contempt 
resolution against White House Counsel Quinn headed to the 
House floor for a vote. Following months of negotiations, the White 
House produced 1,400 additional pages to the committee on August 
15, 1996. 

The committee believes that the Clinton administration’s time- 
honored strategy of delaying and obfuscating legitimate investiga- 
tions of possible administration misconduct — very likely intended 
to avoid responsibility and accountability for its actions — in fact 
has compounded the difficulties it faces today. 

The events leading up to the Travel Office firings, reflective of 
cronyism, self-interest and bad faith among Clinton administration 
appointees and volunteers, are disturbing in themselves. But the 
administration’s determined efforts to obstruct investigations by 
the GAO, Justice Department, this committee and others invites 
justifiable criticism and corrective action. 

The committee’s decision to continue its Travel Office investiga- 
tion followed its finding in its first Travel Office hearing on October 
24, 1995, that the Clinton administration in fact had not cooper- 
ated with any of the previous independent investigations of the 
Travel Office. In fact, the administration clearly limited the scope 
of its own White House Management Review — refusing it access to 
such key documents as the Vince Foster Travel Office diary (and 
even the very knowledge of its existence). 

2. Reluctant Witnesses 

In its efforts to complete the work of the previous investigations 
and learn once and for all exactly what had happened at the Travel 
Office, witness interviews were a necessary complement to the com- 
mittee’s review of contemporaneous White House documents. 

When the committee sought to conduct witness interviews, how- 
ever, the White House proved no more cooperative than it had in 
document production. It sought, unsuccessfully, to have representa- 
tives of the White House Counsel’s office sit in on committee inter- 
views as it had done with GAO Travel Office and OPR interviews 
and even criminal FBI interviews. 711 The White House in fact 
interfered with interviews scheduled by the committee with former 
White House staffers, leading at least one to cancel an interview 
already scheduled with the committee. 712 

Key witnesses such as David Watkins and Patsy Thomasson also 
refused to appear before the committee voluntarily and it became 
apparent that the committee would not be able to complete the in- 
vestigation without requiring individuals to testify under oath. 
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E. COMMITTEE MOVED TO DEPOSITIONS UNDER OATH 

In March 1996, the House of Representatives voted to provide 
the committee with limited deposition authority for the purpose of 
completing its Travel Office investigation. Since that time, commit- 
tee staff has taken sworn depositions from more than 70 witnesses. 

1. “I don’t recall ...” 

Even under oath, however, many witnesses have proved less 
than forthcoming. Many of the key players in the Travel Office case 
appear to have suffered massive, if specific, memory losses regard- 
ing their role in the matter. Unfortunately, this repeats a long-es- 
tablished pattern among senior White House officials and outside 
advisors to President and Mrs. Clinton. Whether in testimony be- 
fore Senate or House subcommittees, countless senior advisers ac- 
claimed for their intelligence have no “specific” — or general — recol- 
lection of any matter under review at any given time by the Con- 
gress. This is a most troubling pattern which has prevented the 
Congress from fulfilling its constitutional obligation to oversee the 
executive branch. 

The extent to which many key witnesses in the committee’s depo- 
sitions did not recall, did not know, did not remember and/or did 
not recollect critical events in which they participated and/or docu- 
ments which they created or reviewed sufficiently concerned the 
committee that it calculated the incidence of memory lapses and 
outright loss among all the witnesses who testified before it. This 
was accomplished by searching each deposition for such key 
phrases as: “I don’t recall,” “I don’t know,” “I don’t remember” and 
“I have no recollection.” Slight variations of these phrases also 
were counted into the totals for each witness. Examples of these in- 
clude: “Not that I recall,” “Not to my recollection,” “I have no spe- 
cific recollection,” and so forth. 

The committee understands it is possible that, over the course of 
3V2 years, witnesses in fact would forget some details surrounding 
their involvement in the White House Travel Office matter. How- 
ever, senior administration officials of the Clinton White House 
who participated in the Travel Office firings and subsequent cover- 
up would still have the benefit of personal and White House 
records to refresh their memories in advance of committee deposi- 
tions and the obligation to fully and accurately respond to commit- 
tee inquiries to the best of their abilities. 

2. Who couldn’t “recall” 

Not surprisingly, the worst memory losses were incurred by 
those nearest to and most responsible for the Travel Office firings 
and investigation, those who presumably would have the best recol- 
lections and greatest access to documents which might refresh 
their recollections. The best memories were reserved for those not 
in authority in the White House or elsewhere who may have ob- 
served or participated only tangentially in the White House Travel 
Office matter. These include longstanding Federal employees whose 
service predates the arrival of the Clinton administration. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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In an effort to further explore this pattern, the committee cat- 
egorized witnesses who were deposed under oath in categories ac- 
cording to offices in which they worked/volunteered or with which 
they were affiliated in some way, as follows: 

— White House Travel Office — those who participated most 
directly in the Travel Office firings and aftermath; 

— White House Management Review — those who conducted 
the review of the Travel Office matter which was released on 
July 2, 1993, and described as a “stealthy, evasive confession” 
by the New York Times in a July 11, 1993, editorial; 

— White House Counsel’s Office — those who have worked on 
the Travel Office (and other) investigations in any capacity; 

— White House — those not known to be directly involved in 
the decisionmaking in the Travel Office firings, Management 
Review, Counsel’s office or FBI files matter but who otherwise 
played advisory or other roles in it; 

— Miscellaneous — three individuals not affiliated with the 
White House but who testified to their respective roles in the 
Travel Office and/or FBI files investigations. 

White House Travel Office 

White House Media Director Jeff Eller proved the most forgetful 
of all of his former colleagues who were deposed by the committee, 
and perhaps not without reason. As a boyfriend of Catherine 
Cornelius, Eller was aware of her plans to head a reorganized 
White House Travel Office and was among those who advocated 
early action on the firings of seven long-time Travel Office employ- 
ees. 713 

Mr. Eller could not recall talking points that several of his col- 
leagues ascribed to him. 714 In the course of the White House Man- 
agement Review, it was learned that Eller threw away his Travel 
Office notes. 715 Most ironically given the extraordinary level of his 
forgetfulness, Eller told the committee under oath that he does not 
keep a lot of paper/notes because he prefers to keep things in his 
memory. 716 

Patsy Thomasson’s memory or knowledge betrayed her some 420 
times in the course of her deposition. She, too, had much to forget, 
including her role in KPMG Peat Marwick’s review of the Travel 
Office, her changing of the locks to the Travel Office, threats she 
allegedly made against Catherine Cornelius and Clarissa Cerda in 
order to ensure they would not challenge assertions that David 
Watkins never read their February 15, 1993, Travel Office reorga- 
nization memo, and her activities in Foster’s office on the night of 
Foster’s suicide. 

Jennifer O’Connor, Deputy Director of the Office of Management 
and Administration at the time of the Travel Office firings, cur- 
rently is a Special Assistant in the Office of the White House Chief 
of Staff. She tallied up some 343 memory lapses concerning her 
role as an assistant to Ms. Thomasson and David Watkins at the 
time of the firings. Ms. O’Connor drafted the May 17, 1993, 
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McLarty memo which was copied to First Lady Hillary Rodham 
Clinton. She met with Harry Thomason on the subject of the 25 
percent staff cuts in the White House and she recommended to 
David Watkins that Larry Herman and KPMG Peat Marwick be 
hired to conduct a review of the Travel Office. 717 

Mr. McLarty who had repeated contact with Mrs. Clinton over 
the Travel Office matter, had 233 instances where he could not re- 
call key events. While McLarty did finally “recall” a previously 
omitted meeting with Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office in light 
of the committee’s documentation of that contact, there were still 
numerous other instances where McLarty forgot. 

White House Management Review 

Those involved in preparing the White House Management Re- 
view arguably should have had as clear an understanding as any 
exactly what happened in the White House Travel Office matter 
and why it happened. 

In short, the memories of those most closely involved with the 
White House Management Review had difficulty recalling key 
events under oath: Dwight Holton, former Special Assistant to Dep- 
uty Chief of Staff Mark Gearan, now a recent law school graduate 
(348 instances); former Staff Secretary turned law school professor 
John Podesta (264); former Deputy Chief of Staff turned Peace 
Corps Director Mark Gearan (221); Staff Secretary Todd Stern 
(133); former Special Counsel to the Office of Management and Ad- 
ministration and assistant at the creation of David Watkins’ “soul 
cleansing memo” Matthew Moore (130). 

White House Counsel’s Office 

Several attorneys affiliated with the White House Counsel’s Of- 
fice played key roles at the time of the White House Travel Office 
firings. Others have been central to the White House response to 
the committee’s requests for documents. They have every reason to 
be very fully aware of the details of the White House Travel Office 
matter. Yet their individual memories also come up short. 

Neil Eggleston, who prepared First Lady Hillary Rodham Clin- 
ton’s responses to a series of GAO questions after interviewing 
Mrs. Clinton and who handled all of the various document produc- 
tions for Travelgate matters, could not recall, did not know, could 
not remember or recollect on some 250 occasions. Bill Kennedy, 
former Associate White House Counsel, who summoned the FBI to 
investigate the Travel Office at the behest of “the highest levels” 
could not recall 233 times in his April deposition and 116 in a June 
deposition related to the FBI files matter and the hiring of Craig 
Livingstone. Beth Nolan, who reviewed SGE and ethics issues in 
the Travel Office matter, registered 179, while Cliff Sloan tallied 
173. 

Bruce Lindsey, a long-time Assistant to the President and Senior 
Advisor turned Deputy White House Counsel, scored some 161 
lapses. Bernard Nussbaum, whose claims that all who watched him 
divide Vince Foster’s papers into three stacks were contradicted by 
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all those alleged witnesses, registered 158 memory outages, and 
another 60 lapses in a subsequent FBI files-related deposition. 

Memory or knowledge failed current White House Deputy Chief 
of Staff Harold Ickes some 148 times; Senior Advisor to the Presi- 
dent George Stephanopoulos some 142 and 102 times in two sepa- 
rate depositions; former White House Deputy Chief of Staff Roy 
Neel some 135 times; and, Assistant to the President for Special 
Projects Rahm Emanuel on some 102 occasions. Again, given the 
position of these individuals and their access to White House col- 
leagues and records, the committee believes they had every reason 
to be cognizant of far more than admitted in their depositions. Mrs. 
Clinton’s Chief of Staff Maggie Williams had some 82 lapses, and 
particularly couldn’t recall anything related to conversations she 
had with Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office. 718 

In Conclusion 

This is the administration which brought, “I have no specific 
recollection” and “vague and protective” into the political lexicon. 
This is the administration in which one’s capacity to remember di- 
minishes dramatically as one’s authority and responsibility in- 
creases. Our analysis suggests that the nearer to the events and 
the higher up they are in the “chain of command,” the more likely 
these men and women conveniently forget. 

The committee is troubled and cannot help but conclude that the 
memory lapses of numerous senior White House officials — who oth- 
erwise exhibit no incapacity or impairment and in fact appear high- 
ly regarded — appear in large part to be deliberate, not accidental. 

XIV. The Stonewall Begins to Crack 

A. WATKINS MEMO BEGINS TO EXPLAIN THE TRUE STORY 

One document — the Watkins “soul cleansing” memo — was discov- 
ered after 2 years of investigations among documents belonging to 
Patsy Thomasson who long before had signed an internal White 
House document claiming she had searched all her files for Travel 
Office documents. 719 The “soul cleansing” memo went a long way 
in explaining the real Travelgate story and should have been 
turned over years earlier to numerous congressional and criminal 
investigations. Ms. Thomasson’s explanations as to why she didn’t 
turn over the Watkins memo are unconvincing. 720 Rather than con- 
duct a search of her records for responsive documents, Ms. 
Thomasson stated that she was “absolutely positive” that she didn’t 
have any documents and when a copy was mysteriously found in 
her records she was at “a complete loss” to explain how it got 
there. 721 No explanation is offered to explain how she happened to 
forget that she had a copy of this document. 

Clearly neither Watkins nor others at the White House ever 
wanted this version of events to see the light of day. Mr. Watkins 
explained in his memo he had been “as protective and vague as 
possible” when talking with investigators. Indeed Watkins was 
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forced most reluctantly to become a witness against himself and his 
former colleagues as a result of this discovery. 722 

The Watkins “soul cleansing” memo surfaced despite the fact 
that Watkins’ assistant, attorney Matthew Moore, removed the doc- 
ument from the hard drive of his computer and downloaded it onto 
a disk for Watkins before Watkins left the White House. 723 But 
Watkins had left a copy with Patsy Thomasson in whose records 
it eventually was discovered by career White House recordkeeping 
officials reviewing old files. 724 

The memo provides a candid, unvarnished, and contemporaneous 
account of the behind the scenes maneuvering and pressures that 
led to the Travel Office firings. The White House tried to distance 
Watkins, a former close ally, from the actions of others at the 
White House but this cannot be supported by the documentary 
record. The committee obtained considerable evidence of meetings, 
phone calls and contacts that support the version of events relayed 
in Watkins’ “soul cleansing” memo. In addition, some of the deposi- 
tion testimony has also supported events as recounted in the 
memo. 

1. Pressure from First Lady and Mack McLarty 

In his deposition, Mack McLarty said he never saw Watkins’ 
memo, but acknowledged a never before disclosed conversation 
with Mrs. Clinton on May 16, 1993 — 3 days before the firings. 725 
Mr. McLarty previously told GAO that he only had one meeting 
with Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office. 726 

Now, 3 years later and after the committee obtained documents 
indicating a May 16 contact between Mrs. Clinton and McLarty, he 
acknowledges an additional conversation with Mrs. Clinton con- 
cerning the Travel Office. 727 On one of the chronologies of Travel 
Office events, which the White House initially represented was 
subject to executive privilege, McLarty made a handwritten nota- 
tion: “May 16: HRC pressure.” 728 

Mr. McLarty testified that this notation either reflected some- 
thing that somebody said at a meeting or “may reflect my exchange 
with the First Lady on the 16th that we had a pressure to act 
about this matter.” 729 Mr. McLarty now acknowledges “I believe I 
felt a responsibility, and indeed a pressure, to act, given the infor- 
mation I had, and I believe Mrs. Clinton had a serious concern 
about this matter and I felt a pressure from her to take it seriously 
and to act upon it, if necessary.” 730 

Mr. McLarty acknowledged that Mrs. Clinton was encouraging 
action be taken: “I think that was really what she was saying, let’s 
make a decision, you and others charged with this responsibility, 
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make a decision and take appropriate action.” 731 Mr. McLarty had 
this conversation with Mrs. Clinton in the residence on May 16 
where he was present for a dinner with the President and First 
Lady. 732 

Mr. McLarty provided a more extensive account of his May 13, 
1993 conversation with Mrs. Clinton. Previously McLarty had 
passed off this meeting as a “stand-up” 5 minute meeting of little 
consequence. 733 In his deposition, however, McLarty acknowledged 
that Mrs. Clinton had called to specifically meet with him in his 
office about the Travel Office. Mrs. Clinton came to his office to 
specifically discuss this matter. 734 

In documents which were long withheld from the committee, 
McLarty’s attorneys discussed these meetings with White House 
Associate Counsel Natalie Williams at or around the time of the re- 
lease of the Watkins memo. 735 In the notes, Williams writes “Con- 
versation w/ First Lady, updating her Peat Marwick audit, told her 
on top of it, handling situation.” Mr. McLarty’s attorneys also told 
Williams of McLarty’s May 16 conversation with Mrs. Clinton. 736 
The White House asserted executive privilege over these conversa- 
tions and refused to allow Williams to testify about any conversa- 
tions contained in her notes. 737 

Mr. Watkins described the pressures he felt from Mrs. Clinton 
and Mr. McLarty in his memo: 

I would have much preferred to have my staff carefully 
review the Travel Office and make a detailed business 
plan for the new fiscal year. This proved impossible, 
though, when the pressure for action from Mrs. Clinton 
and you became irresistible. . . . If I thought I could have 
resisted those pressures, undertake more considered ac- 
tion, and remained in the White House, I certainly would 
have done so. 738 

Mr. Watkins testified before this committee that he considered 
“there would have been a great price to pay and perhaps my re- 
moval from the White House” if he didn’t fire the Travel Office em- 
ployees. 739 “After the Secret Service incident, it was made clear 
that I must forcefully and immediately follow the direction of the 
First Family,” Watkins explained in his memo. 

Under questioning about his actions during the week leading up 
to the firings, Watkins testified that “the direction of the First 
Family was to take swift and responsive action . . . we should re- 
duce the travel — we should get our people in and get those people 
out.” Congressman Shays asked Watkins just what he meant by 
that statement. Watkins replied: “It means fire them.” Rep. Shays 
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inquired further: “It means get rid of them; doesn’t it?” Mr. Wat- 
kins confirmed: “That is what it means.” 740 

In other handwritten contemporaneous notes, Watkins wrote 
about a meeting that he had with McLarty and Patsy Thomasson 
on May 17, in which they talked about McLarty’s dinner with the 
President and First Lady the night before.” 741 Patsy Thomasson 
testified that Vincent Foster told her on May 13 that “the clients” — 
as Foster referred to the President and First Lady — were very in- 
terested in the Travel Office. 742 

2. Pressure from Harry Thomason 

Mr. Watkins also detailed the central role of Harry Thomason in 
initiating Mrs. Clinton’s interest in this matter and generating 
pressure throughout the White House: “Mrs. Clinton took interest 
in having the Travel Office situation resolved quickly, following 
Harry Thomason’s bringing it to her attention. Thomason briefed 
Mrs. Clinton on his suspicion that the Travel Office was improperly 
funnelling business to a single charter company, and told her that 
the functions of that office could be easily replaced and reallo- 
cated.” 743 

Mr. Watkins account of Thomason’s central role is supported by 
numerous others within his office. Bonnie Berry who worked as a 
secretary in Watkins’ office stated that Harry Thomason would call 
about two or three times a week, leaving either a Washington or 
Los Angeles phone number. Ms. Berry remembered him meeting 
with Watkins on more than one occasion between May 1st and May 
19th. 744 

Ms. Berry testified that she arranged for the office space and 
White House passes for Harry Thomason and his assistant, Bobbie 
Ferguson, at the request of David Watkins. 745 Watkins testified 
that he did so at the request of Mrs. Clinton’s office. 746 From Ber- 
ry’s testimony it appears that there may have been a different pass 
application for Harry Thomason that was signed by David Wat- 
kins. 747 The copy of the form the committee has received was 
signed by Clarissa Cerda, a Watkins assistant. 748 

Mr. Thomason testified there was a “buzz in the air” 749 of ru- 
mors about the Travel Office employees. However, the consensus 
from the vast majority of the dozens of witnesses who testified in 
committee depositions only described rumors coming from 
Thomason’s contacts with Mrs. Clinton, Foster, Watkins and 
Cornelius. 

While Harry Thomason never disclosed his discussions with Mrs. 
Clinton to those conducting the White House Management Review, 
he admitted in committee depositions that he was: “sure that [he] 
brought it to her attention.” 750 Furthermore, in notes withheld 


740 Committee hearing on January 17, 1996, p. 95. 

741 Handwritten notes of David Watkins, May 31, 1993, PM 000170. 

742 FBI 302 interview of Patsy Thomasson, September 22, 1993, CZ 00561. 

743 Watkins memorandum, undated, CGE 12287. 

744 Committee deposition of Bonnie Berry, May 21, 1996, p. 20. 

745 Committee deposition of Bonnie Berry, p. 32. 

746 Committee hearing, January 17, 1996. 

747 Committee deposition of Bonnie Berry, pp. 33, 36. 

748 CGE 2931-2933. 

749 Committee deposition of Harry Thomason, pp. 136-137, 188. 

750 Committee deposition of Harry Thomason, p. 228. 
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from this committee, one of Thomason’s attorneys told White House 
Associate Counsel Natalie Williams that Harry had one or two con- 
versations with Mrs. Clinton and remembered telling Watkins that 
the Travel Office employees should be replaced because they were 
disloyal and that Mrs. Clinton shared his view. 751 This information 
coincides with the information that David Watkins relayed in an 
FBI interview in August 1993 when he stated: “She [Mrs. Clinton] 
stated action needed to be taken immediately to be certain those 
not friendly to the Administration were removed and replaced with 
trustworthy individuals.” 752 

In a committee deposition, Associate Counsel Natalie Williams 
refused to answer any questions about the notes she took of con- 
versations with Thomason’s attorney. 753 

Mr. Watkins’ contemporaneous handwritten notes detail a con- 
versation that he had with Harry Thomason on May 12: 
“Thomason comes back in DWs [office] — says he bumped into Hil- 
lary and she’s ready to fire them all that day.” 754 

Mr. Thomason’s own records show numerous phone calls to and 
from Mrs. Clinton and President during this week. 755 Harry 
Thomason’s records show meetings with the President on May 12 
and May 13. Long before this time, Harry Thomason had pitched 
his proposals for TRM with a memo that the President subse- 
quently forwarded to White House senior management with the no- 
tation: “These guys are sharp.” 756 

White House records indicate that Thomason had dinner in the 
residence on a key day — May 13 — the day the FBI was called in 
and told that this matter had the attention of those at the “highest 
levels” of the White House, and the day Mrs. Clinton requested a 
meeting with Mack McLarty to discuss the Travel Office and the 
pressure was on Vincent Foster and Bill Kennedy to find a solu- 
tion. 757 On this day Foster told Patsy Thomasson that “the cli- 
ents” — as he referred to the President and First Lady — were very 
interested in the Travel Office. 758 During that evening, Foster also 
placed a call to Mrs. Clinton according to his calendar notes. 759 

3. Secret Service Incident 

Mr. Watkins also wrote that “after the Secret Service incident, 
it was made clear that I must more forcefully and immediately fol- 
low the direction of the First Family.” 760 In her deposition with the 
committee, Maggie Williams has confirmed that Mrs. Clinton in- 
deed was upset about a “Secret Service incident” in which News- 
week magazine reported Mrs. Clinton was rumored to have thrown 
a lamp in the residence. Ms. Williams personally addressed this 
situation by calling the Secret Service. 761 
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B. WHITE HOUSE MADE INEFFECTIVE CLAIMS OF “EXECUTIVE 
PRIVILEGE” OVER DISCUSSIONS ABOUT “WATKINS MEMO” 

Overall, the supporting documentation that coincides with the 
revelations in the Watkins memo show that the official White 
House story glossed over significant contacts with both the Presi- 
dent and First Lady. The President was actually informed of the 
firings by Bruce Lindsey on May 17 — a fact omitted in the Manage- 
ment Review even though the authors now acknowledge they were 
aware of that fact and probably should have reported it. In a dis- 
turbing development, the White House has asserted executive 
privilege over conversations that White House attorneys or staffers 
for Mrs. Clinton had with Mrs. Clinton regarding the Watkins 
memo. 


C. CONGRESS HOLDS WHITE HOUSE ACCOUNTABLE 

Should a lower standard of accountability be accorded for the 
highest office in the land? We often hear “nobody cares” and it’s 
clear enough that in this White House nobody does care about fol- 
lowing the rules. 

Whether announcing an FBI investigation of employees whose 
“crime” was to hold jobs coveted by Clinton family and friends, or 
improperly requesting and receiving hundreds of FBI background 
files that they had no business with, or sending a cozy “heads up” 
from the FBI to the White House about sensitive information, this 
administration consistently has engaged in activities that, at the 
least, give the appearance of abusing the power entrusted to it by 
the country. We should never get used to or tolerate the 
politicization of law enforcement even if nobody cares. 

XV. President Clinton has Abused Executive Power and Exec- 
utive Privilege and Misused the Counsel’s Office in Order 

to Effectuate a Cover-up of the Travel Office Matter 

A. THE LONG ROAD TO GETTING WHITE HOUSE DOCUMENTS — FROM 
FOOT DRAGGING TO EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 

Executive privilege is a doctrine of clear necessity, created out of 
the need to protect the Government’s most sensitive Government 
information. The need to protect some military, diplomatic and sen- 
sitive national secrets is not in dispute. Furthermore, the privilege 
is fundamental to Government operations and is borne out of the 
constitutional recognition of the separation of powers. 762 Use of the 
privilege must always be balanced against the congressional over- 
sight prerogative, and the democratic need for accountability. How- 
ever, it was not meant to be used for purposes of political expedi- 
ency, as a convenient cloak to shield the Presidency from possible 
embarrassment. 

The committee believes that President Clinton has abused this 
privilege. The Clinton administration, over the past year, has 
shielded more documents under an executive privilege claim than 
those shielded in the 12 years of the Reagan and Bush administra- 
tions combined. By asserting executive privilege over documents re- 
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vealing embarrassing events in the White House Travel Office mat- 
ter, President Clinton used the privilege as a tool in a larger 
scheme to deprive the public of the truth of his own misdeeds and 
those of his administration. 

Throughout the investigation into the Travel Office matter, the 
White House delayed the release of documents and denied the com- 
mittee access to the information it sought. Finally, when the com- 
mittee tried to call an end to its stonewalling, the White House 
claimed executive privilege over relevant documents and refused to 
allow witnesses to testify to certain events when they appeared for 
committee depositions. 763 The committee only received the remain- 
ing, responsive documents to its January 11, 1996 subpoena on Au- 
gust 15, 1996, after a long and protracted effort to obtain these doc- 
uments from the White House. 

After a review of the 2,000 pages of documents which the White 
House withheld for months from the committee under a claim of 
executive privilege, it is clear that most of these documents were 
never subject to any reasonable reading of executive privilege doc- 
trine. 

Within the 2,000 pages of documents is a disturbing pattern of 
collaboration by the White House Counsel’s office with outside at- 
torneys. There is an apparent attempt to develop a consistent 
story-line on critical areas of controversy, including the “Watkins 
memo”, Harry Thomason’s role at the White House, relevant docu- 
ments that the late Vincent Foster had on these matters and Mrs. 
Clinton’s role in the firings. 

The Counsel’s office is acting as an adjunct criminal defense 
team, rather than as legal and ethical advisors to the highest office 
of the land. The activities that the committee has discovered raise 
troubling questions. For instance, the committee has yet to deter- 
mine whether there were additional witnesses with whom the 
White House shared information. In particular, Harry Thomason, 
a major character in the committee’s investigation, was also the 
subject of a Justice Department investigation. Associate Counsel 
Cliff Sloan testified that he was directed by Bernard Nussbaum to 
read the notes of Thomason’s White House Management Review 
interview to Thomason’s attorney. 764 The White House attempted 
to claim executive privilege over this document when the commit- 
tee first sought it. 

The President claims to be following the executive privilege doc- 
trine as established in President Reagan’s 1982 Executive order: 

Executive privilege will be asserted only in the most 
compelling circumstances, and only after careful review 
demonstrates that assertion of this privilege is necessary. 
Congressional requests for information shall be complied 
with as promptly and as fully as possibly, unless it is de- 
termined that compliance raises a substantial question of 
executive privilege. 


763 Numerous witnesses who were deposed by the committee claimed executive privilege in re- 
gard to conversations that they had with Mrs. Clinton. Some of those who refused to answer 
questions and invoked executive privilege on the advice of the White House included Mrs. Clin- 
ton’s Chief of Staff Maggie Williams, Mrs. Clinton’s Press Secretary Lisa Caputo, Special Coun- 
sel Jane Sherburne, Associate Counsel Natalie Williams and Associate Counsel Jon Yarowsky. 

764 Committee deposition of Cliff Sloan, June 28, 1996, p. 49. 



178 


A ‘substantial question of executive privilege’ exists if 
disclosure of the information requested might significantly 
impair the national security (including the conduct of for- 
eign relations), the deliberative process of the executive 
branch, or other aspects of the performance of the execu- 
tive branch’s constitutional duties . 765 

Claims of privilege under this doctrine would be waived by the 
President if there were any credible allegations of wrongdoing. For 
example, President Reagan waived all claims of executive privilege 
during the Iran-Contra investigation. 

In light of the expansion of the Independent Counsel’s jurisdic- 
tion into the Travel Office matter and, more recently, the FBI files 
matter, the President’s actions were particularly troubling. The 
President insisted on keeping thousands of pages of documents 
from public scrutiny while criminal investigations were ongoing. 
Witnesses in the White House have remained silent under appar- 
ent claims of executive privilege. 

B. THE PRESIDENT ENGAGED IN AN UNPRECEDENTED USE OF EXECU- 
TIVE PRIVILEGE IN THE COURSE OF THE COMMITTEE’S DEPOSITIONS 

The White House insisted that witnesses claim executive privi- 
lege, thereby preventing a discussion of these documents during 
depositions. White House Counsel staff Jane Sherburne, Jon 
Yarowsky, and Natalie Williams, as well as members of the First 
Lady’s staff, Chief of Staff Maggie Williams, and former Press Sec- 
retary Lisa Caputo and numerous others, have asserted executive 
privilege on dozens of occasions in depositions before this commit- 
tee. 

The assertion of executive privilege over conversations with Mrs. 
Clinton was made with troubling frequency. No constitutional basis 
exists for the President to assert executive privilege claims over 
conversations that Mrs. Clinton had with staff. 

C. EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE CLAIMS ARE BEING ASSERTED FOR POLITICAL 

SECURITY NOT NATIONAL SECURITY 

The President persists in his efforts to shield documents under 
a seriously flawed assertion of executive privilege absent any na- 
tional security interest or cited domestic policy matter. For exam- 
ple, there is no justification for a claim of executive privilege over 
notes that a White House Counsel took of discussions with attor- 
neys for Harry Thomason or Mack McLarty regarding conversa- 
tions each had with Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office . 766 

These notes are among those the White House insisted on with- 
holding under the umbrella of executive privilege until August of 
this year. They were key to the investigation, as they supported 
Mr. Watkins’ account of Travel Office matter, which the White 
House has sought to discredit. 


765 Executive order, Memorandum from President Ronald Reagan for the Heads of Executive 
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1. Conversations with Mrs. Clinton = executive privilege ? 

It is unrealistic to presume that conversations between commit- 
tee witnesses and Mrs. Clinton about the Travel Office matter are 
of a national security concern or otherwise matters central to the 
constitutional duties of the Presidency. The White House Counsel’s 
office was used to coordinate the stories of various key witnesses, 
including Harry Thomason, who was being investigated by the Jus- 
tice Department for possible conflicts of interest. Many of these 
witnesses may have appeared before the Grand Jury in conjunction 
with the Independent Counsel’s investigation. 

2. Executive privilege for debriefings with outside attorneys ? 

Another category of documents which the President withheld for 
months from the public under a claim of executive privilege in- 
cluded dozens of interviews with the attorneys representing Clinton 
White House staff and friends deposed in this investigation, as well 
as the Whitewater matter. Even the “independent” Peat Marwick 
employee, Larry Herman, appears to have submitted to a debrief- 
ing concerning his interview with this committee. 

The President misused executive privilege when he exerted it 
over notes that are clearly debriefings of individuals or attorneys 
whose clients were questioned in the course of this or other related 
investigations. 767 These actions may waive the attorney-client 
privilege of the individuals involved when their attorneys transmit 
the information to the White House. 

3. Executive privilege over White House briefing papers created for 

Congress? 

Extensively detailed briefing papers and a series of questions 
that were prepared to script the Democrat members of the Commit- 
tee on Government Reform and Oversight for hearings on the Trav- 
el Office are included in the 2,000 pages over which executive privi- 
lege was claimed. These documents outlined attacks on the Travel 
Office employees, attacks on the idea of conducting this investiga- 
tion and even attacks on the committee’s staff. These scripts had 
detailed responses, for example, to any claims that Mrs. Clinton 
was involved with the firings, providing explicit White House in- 
structions to use such scripts only if the issue was raised during 
the hearing. 

During a committee deposition, the attorney for Jon Yarowsky, 
Associate White House Counsel, claimed that it was entirely appro- 
priate for the White House Counsel’s office to script Congress and 
cited “the White House submitting the proposed questions for John 
Dean” during the Watergate hearings as his defense. 768 

4. Executive privilege over information regarding Vincent Foster? 

Documents relating to Vincent Foster were another key area 
where the White House took extraordinary efforts to keep the infor- 
mation from the public. The White House initially redacted hun- 
dreds of pages relating to Foster’s documents and the debriefings 
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of witnesses that the Counsel’s office obtained regarding Foster’s 
documents. These documents were clearly responsive to our sub- 
poena but were almost entirely redacted. 

D. THE MISUSE OF THE COUNSEL’S OFFICE BEGAN UNDER THE TENURE 

OF BERNARD NUSSBAUM AS PRESIDENT CLINTON’S FIRST WHITE 

HOUSE COUNSEL 

Bernard Nussbaum, the first of four White House Counsels, ex- 
hibited a fundamental misunderstanding of the role of the Counsel 
to the President. Mr. Nussbaum established the Clinton White 
House Counsel’s Office as a taxpayer funded legal team, whose job 
was defending the President, rather than the office of the Presi- 
dency. 

Mr. Nussbaum was well known to President and Mrs. Clinton, 
having worked with Mrs. Clinton on the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee Impeachment Inquiry, better known as the Watergate Commit- 
tee. He was a senior attorney on the committee when Mrs. Clinton 
began as a young lawyer just out of law school. President Clinton 
conferred the title of “Assistant to the President” on Mr. Nuss- 
baum, officially validating his access to the Clinton “inner circle.” 

Mr. Nussbaum publicly voiced his belief that the President’s law- 
yer must “represent his client [the President] faithfully and zeal- 
ously.” He hung a black and white picture of the Nixon impeach- 
ment committee staff on his White House office wall located next 
to Mrs. Clinton’s office. Ruth Marcus wrote that Nussbaum is “the 
$500-an-hour corporate litigator’s approach to battle” which he car- 
ried into the White House in his representation of the client: Bill 
Clinton. 769 

Under Bernard Nussbaum, the Office of Counsel to President 
Clinton prevented the access of investigators undertaking legiti- 
mate oversight of the executive branch. Mr. Nussbaum worked to 
stonewall substantive investigations into matters such as the death 
of Vince Foster, Whitewater, RTC, and Travelgate. President Clin- 
ton, meanwhile, publicly proclaimed that the White House is “com- 
mitted to fully support and cooperate” with all investigations as 
well as Special Counsels. 

Mr. Nussbaum took the unprecedented position that the Attorney 
General was forbidden to see Deputy White House Counsel Vince 
Foster’s papers. One writer noted that this desperate view of execu- 
tive privilege “would make Richard Nixon blush.” 770 In response to 
the manner in which Nussbaum handled the review of Vince Fos- 
ter’s White House documents, Justice Department’s No. 2 lawyer, 
Deputy Attorney General Heymann, publicly proclaimed: “Bernie, 
are you hiding something?” 

As an attorney in private practice, a lawyer has an obligation to 
his client to advocate the client’s position as strenuously as the law 
will allow. The duties of a Government attorney, however, are quite 
different. Even the Counsel to the President ultimately serves more 
than just a single client. Although he provides Counsel to the 
President of the United States, it does not include legal defense 
work for the President, if his actions are outside the scope of the 
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Presidency. The Counsel to the President, like any other Govern- 
ment attorney, has a responsibility to uphold the Constitution and 
laws of the United States. 

E. PRESIDENT CLINTON’S SECOND COUNSEL, LLOYD CUTLER, 
SUSTAINED THE PATTERN OF OBSTRUCTION SET BY NUSSBAUM 

Following NussbaunTs resignation, Lloyd Cutler agreed to serve 
as Special Counsel to President Clinton on March 8, 1994. Mr. Cut- 
ler quickly proclaimed that matters would be handled differently. 
Lloyd Cutler’s first press conference with President Clinton focused 
on his prior White House experience and that White House matters 
would be given more scrutiny, especially when it came to ethical 
matters. Mr. Cutler opined, 

The Counsel is supposed to be Counsel for the President 
in office and for the Office of the Presidency. ... I don’t 
think there is much of a dichotomy between the two. When 
it comes to a President’s private affairs, particularly pri- 
vate affairs that occurred before he took office, those 
should be handled by his own private counsel and, in my 
view, not by the White House Counsel. 771 

To implement these goals, Cutler brought his former law firm 
partner, Jane Sherburne, into the White House Counsel’s Office. 
Ms. Sherburne began her White House service as a Special Govern- 
ment Employee and became Special Counsel to the President in 
1995. 

F. PRESIDENT CLINTON’S SPECIAL COUNSEL BEGINS HER “TASK LIST” 
OF OVERSIGHT OF ALL CONGRESSIONAL AS WELL AS INDEPENDENT 
COUNSEL INVESTIGATIONS 

A document which defines Ms. Sherburne’s responsibilities to 
President Clinton is the December 13, 1994 “task list” she cre- 
ated. 772 As an initial matter, the sheer volume of ethical and legal 
issues identified in Sherburne’s memo is a powerful statement. It 
stands in stark contrast to President Clinton’s statement to the 
public that “these investigations should go forward, unimpeded and 
as quickly as possible.” 773 President Clinton assured the press that 
his White House staff did not “need to have any implication that 
we are in any way trying to manage or affect this process.” 774 
In contrast to President Clinton’s promise to allow investigations 
to go forward “unimpeded,” Special Counsel Sherburne created this 
task list of no fewer than 39 separate “issues” of alleged wrong- 
doing by members of the Clinton administration. These issues were 
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to be reviewed, assigned and followed by the White House Counsel. 
Ms. Sherburne managed the team of Government attorneys mobi- 
lized in the personal defense of President and Mrs. Clinton. 

The Sherburne “task list” is impressive for its breadth. It is an 
indepth list of all possible investigations, regardless of how remote, 
for which attorneys in the White House were to have been pre- 
pared. The widely publicized investigations into Whitewater, Vince 
Foster document handling, and Travelgate are included among a 
myriad of other items. Many of the scandals are assigned a specific 
lawyer and apparently binders with relevant information are as- 
sembled for each issue. 775 

Ms. Sherburne’s task list also assigns President Clinton’s law- 
yers the duty of “monitoring” the criminal investigations of other 
Independent Counsels: 776 

• Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz’s criminal investigation 
of Agriculture Secretary Espy. Task # 7 assigned White House 
Associate Counsel Cheryl Mills to examine possible ethics vio- 
lations involving Secretary Espy. White House Associate Coun- 
sel Beth Nolan also is listed as tasked to look at the ethics por- 
tion of this investigation. 

Other aspects of the Independent Counsel’s inquiry “beyond 
Espy ethics” such as Hatch Act violations and contacts with 
Tyson Foods executives were listed to have a lawyer determine 
the charter and scope of inquiry, press strategy, congressional 
interest, assemble a record of what information was already 
public and then start “fact gathering.” 

• Independent Counsel David Barrett’s criminal investigation 
of HUD Secretary Henry Cisneros’s alleged payment to a mis- 
tress far in excess of the amounts he told the FBI. Ms. 
Sherburne had not yet assigned a White House lawyer with 
the stated duties: “gather facts,” “establish contact” with Sec- 
retary Cisneros’s counsel, “determine press strategy” and “de- 
velop talking points,” “identify the source of congressional in- 
terest” in the investigation, and to “assemble a binder” in the 
White House with a “summary and key documents.” 

• Independent Counsel Daniel Pearson’s criminal investigation 
of Commerce Secretary Ron Brown’s financial dealings also 
had not been assigned by Sherburne. However, the task list 
outlined that President Clinton’s lawyers should “establish con- 
tact with counsel,” “determine press strategy,” “develop talking 
points,” “identify source of congressional interest,” and finally 
to “assemble binder with summary and key documents.” 

The nature of the task list evolved. By December 1994, for exam- 
ple, Webb Hubbell had already pled guilty to felony counts of mail 
fraud and tax evasion. The only tasks remaining for Sherburne’s 
“team” of lawyers was to “monitor” his cooperation with Independ- 
ent Counsel Kenneth Starr, “determine press strategy” and “de- 
velop talking points.” 

Ms. Sherburne had the insight to put other Clinton staff “prob- 
lems” that were likely to be investigated on her task list. It in- 
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eluded “monitoring” and assembly of a “binder” with summary and 
key documents for: 

• Deputy Chief of Staff Harold Ickes’ representation of the La- 
borers’ International Union, under investigation by the Justice 
Department for 3 years concerning their ties to organized 
crime; 

• George Stephanopoulos’ receipt of a Nationsbank loan under 
the prime interest rate for his Washington townhome; 

• FDIC Chairman Ricki Tigert confirmation was put on hold 
until her contacts with David Gergen and Joel Klein could be 
reviewed concerning her recusal on matters involving Presi- 
dent Clinton; 

• GSA Director Roger Johnson’s issues were tasked to “identify 
issues,” “determine congressional interest,” and “assemble 
binder with summary and key documents,” regarding the Jus- 
tice Department investigation of his use of Government em- 
ployees for his own personal business. 

Ms. Sherburne’s task list included other tasks to be assigned to 
White House lawyers by topic rather than by the name of the indi- 
vidual Clinton administration official. They tasked lawyers to 
“identify issues,” “determine congressional interest,” and “assemble 
binder with summary and key documents” for: 

• “FEC Audit” of irregularities with the Clinton ’92 campaign 
settlement of sexual harassment charges against Clinton’s 
close advisor and White House Director of the Office of Admin- 
istration, David Watkins. The campaign also reportedly lost 
rental cars, laptop computers, cellular telephones, and other 
equipment that had to be accounted for; 

• “PIC surplus” involved what the Clinton White House could 
legally do with the $10 million surplus left over from the Presi- 
dent’s Inaugural Committee. President Clinton’s advisor and 
PIC official, Michael Berman, was looking into the possibility 
of placing these PIC funds in a tax exempt organization estab- 
lished to hire personnel that would then volunteer to work in 
the White House offices as volunteers; 

• “Mena Airport” allegations of drug smuggling to points south 
of Mexico; 

• “ADFA” the Arkansas Development Finance Authority cre- 
ated by President Clinton to provide a finance authority in Ar- 
kansas which came under scrutiny for political patronage; 

• “State Department (passport files)” and “Archives (abuse of 
personnel system)” concerned the Justice Department’s inves- 
tigations of Clinton State Department officials who pulled 160 
files of former Bush administration employees and leaked the 
contents to a Washington Post reporter; 

• “SBA (improper electioneering)” concerned use of taxpayer 
dollars to distribute Democratic campaign literature pamphlets 
on health care issues. 

Under the heading of “Negative Associations” the task list identi- 
fies: “Jim Guy Tucker” former Governor of Arkansas most recently 
convicted in Whitewater trial; “David Hale (SBA)” pled guilty to 
making fraudulent Small Business Administration loans to Susan 
McDougal under pressure from then Governor Clinton; “Jim 
McDougal” former partner of President Clinton and most recently 
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convicted in Whitewater trial; and “Dan Lasater (bond deals, co- 
caine, Roger Clinton)” was one of the underwriters for bonds, 
served prison term for social distribution of cocaine, provided Presi- 
dent Clinton’s brother, Roger Clinton, $8,000 to pay off a drug debt. 

• “Commodities” task list heading involved Mrs. Clinton’s 
foray into the commodities market while still in Arkansas 
where she made a $100,000 profit on a $1,000 initial invest- 
ment; 

• “Paula Jones” tasks were to “assemble binder with summary 
and key documents” concerning the sexual harassment suit 
currently pending against President Clinton by a former Ar- 
kansas State employee; 

• “Presidential immunity” was assigned to White House Asso- 
ciate Counsel Cliff Sloan. President Clinton’s personal lawyers 
have successfully claimed Presidential immunity over the 
pending sexual harassment lawsuit; 

• “Troopers” task lists possible issue to be “job for silence” as 
well as “other” issues to be identified, congressional interest to 
be determined, and “assemble binder with summary and key 
documents.” Allegations made in public that then-Governor 
Clinton promised Government positions to Arkansas State 
troopers for their silence; 

• “White House operations (drugs, passes, helicopters)” was 
tasked to White House Associate Counsels Cheryl Mills and 
Beth Nolan to review issues relating to White House staff re- 
cent drug use prompting the instigation of a special random 
drug testing program, the failure of the White House to process 
its staff to receive clearance for a permanent White House 
passes, and David Watkins’ “helicopter” trip to play golf that 
led to his resignation; 

• “Residence renovations” was assigned by Sherburne to Asso- 
ciate White House Counsel Steve Neuwirth. The issue was 
mentioned in Foster’s suicide note involving a dispute over the 
payment of moneys to Kaki Hockersmith for renovations to the 
Clintons’ residence. 

Ms. Sherburne also includes several items on her task list with 
the notation, “identify issue; determine congressional interest; as- 
semble binder with summary and key documents.” They are: 

• “Use by Governor Clinton of loans to further legislative ini- 
tiatives;” 

• And under the heading of “women,” President Clinton’s per- 
sonal lawyers David Kendall and Robert Bennett are listed 
with “**” a notation that the issue has yet to be assigned; 

G. PRESIDENT CLINTON PUSHES THE BOUNDARIES OF HIS CLAIMS OF 
EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE AGAINST PRODUCING RELEVANT DOCUMENTS 
TO CONGRESS 

Several of the efforts on the “task list” reflect efforts by the 
White House to conceal information from Congress and the Amer- 
ican public. Ms. Sherburne noted the need to conduct research on 
( 1) how far executive privilege can be extended to justify withhold- 
ing materials, and (2) what the limitations are on the “legislative 
power to investigate.” Ms. Sherburne indicates in her memoranda 
that there is a need to research the “entitlement of Congress to 
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HRC [Hillary Rodham Clinton]AVJC [William Jefferson Clinton] 
transcripts of depositions given to [Whitewater Independent Coun- 
sel] Fiske. 

President Clinton’s attorneys have ventured far from his original 
statements on executive privilege. On March 8, 1994, President 
Clinton stated that it was “hard for me to imagine a case in which 
I would invoke [executive privilege].” 777 President Clinton con- 
cluded his remarks about cooperating with the current ongoing in- 
vestigations saying, “[I]t’s hard for me to imagine a circumstance 
in which that [an executive privilege claim] would be an appro- 
priate thing for me to do.” 778 President Clinton personally claimed 
executive privilege over Sherburne’s December 13, 1994 task list as 
well as 2,000 pages of documents detailing conversations that 
Travelgate and Whitewater attorneys had with President Clinton’s 
lawyers about the course of these investigations. 

The hundreds of pages recorded by White House lawyers reveals 
a systematic program whereby the attorney for each witness testi- 
fying under oath before a congressional committee or before the 
Independent Counsel asks the White House to outline what ques- 
tions were asked and what answers were provided. These 
debriefings provide a clear map of what the White House knew and 
who the White House told. 

Among the executive privilege documents are chronologies and 
reviews created with the aid of information provided in these 
debriefings. The President’s staff was able to construct, from the 
debriefings of witnesses that went before each investigative body, 
a single cohesive review. The White House Counsel’s Office thus 
operated as the compiler of all of the pieces of information gathered 
as a result of the myriad of investigations of the Clinton adminis- 
tration. 

H. THE PRESIDENT HAS INSISTED THAT ALL OF HIS COUNSEL’S 
MAINTAIN AN OBSTRUCTIONIST POSITION WITH CONGRESS 

After 5 months of service, Abner Mikva stepped down from the 
bench at the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia to 
become President Clinton’s third White House Counsel on August 
11, 1994. Mr. Mikva remained as Counsel to the President for less 
than 1 year, when he suddenly resigned to “spend more time with 
his family.” Mr. Mikva resigned shortly after delivering to this 
committee, a document production which had been withheld under 
a vague “protective” claim of executive privilege. After producing 
the documents, the Clinton administration asserted executive privi- 
lege had never been claimed. The production of these documents 
further defined the role of the President and his staff in the 
Travelgate matter and outlined actions taken by the White House 
to conceal their involvement to previous investigators. 

Former Vice Presidential Chief of Staff John Quinn replaced 
Mikva as the fourth Counsel to the President. Mr. Quinn resumed 
document production to the committee and ultimately had to claim 
executive privilege over the remaining subpoenaed documents in 


777 “Remarks Announcing the Appointment of Lloyd Cutler as Special Counsel to the Presi- 
dent and an Exchange with Reporters,” 30 Wkly Comp. Pres. Documents, 441, 467 (Mar. 8, 
1994). 

778 Id. 
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order to prevent their production to the committee. After it became 
clear that there was no valid privilege over the categories of docu- 
ments called for, Mr. Quinn turned over most of the withheld docu- 
ments to this committee rather than face a criminal contempt 
charge for failure to respond to a valid subpoena. 

Conclusion 

The President committed, over 3 years ago, to full cooperation 
with investigations into the Travel Office matter. While the com- 
mittee does not believe it has been able to fully disclose all of the 
facts in this case, a partial disclosure has implicated the President 
in a cover-up that was base and broad. The culture of secrecy in 
which President Clinton insists upon operating is destructive to 
both public confidence and to an open and efficient Government. 

When the President fails to comply fully with investigations 
mandated by Congress or ordered by senior Justice Department of- 
ficials, the oversight role critical to our system of checks and bal- 
ances is compromised. It is incumbent upon this committee to as- 
sert and to uphold its jurisdiction and prerogatives of the legisla- 
tive branch. 

In its attempt to obfuscate wrongdoing in the Travel Office affair, 
President Clinton and high ranking members of his administration, 
including four successive White House Counsels, engaged in un- 
precedented abuses of executive power and executive privilege. 
President Clinton’s executive privilege claim over documents relat- 
ing to the firing of seven Travel Office employees, was in no way 
based on protecting national security interests, had no bearing on 
the deliberative process of the President, and had no relation to the 
constitutional duties of the executive branch. It was a frivolous use 
of the President’s executive privilege. 



APPENDIX 


Supporting Documentation for the Record 

DOCUMENT INDEX FOR RECORDS RELATED TO MRS. CLINTON 


1 Interview of Mrs. Clinton on June 30, 1993 for White House 
Management Review (CGEPR 0129) 

2 Interview of Vince Foster on June 30, 1993 for follow-up interview 
for White House Management Review (CGEPR 0258) 

3 July 2, 1993 Talking Points on Travel Report from Lisa Caputo to 
Mark Gearan (CGE 032978) 

4 HRC Talking Points on Travel Office Report (CGE 02097-98) 

5 Interview of Patsy Thomasson by FBI/OPR investigation, dated 
9/29/93. 

6 Mrs. Clinton’s responses to GAO Requests for Responses to Written 
Questions, April 6, 1994 (Questions submitted on March 16, 1994). 

7 May 3, 1994 letter to Mrs. Clinton from David Watkins regarding the 
GAO Report (CGE 039294). 

8 July 13, 1995 Debriefing of David Gergen’s Deposition before the 
Whitewater Committee (DF 781220-781224) 

9 July 17, 1995 Memorandum to Jane Sherburne, "HRC Travel Office 
Chronology," (DF 780086-780092). 

10 Undated handwritten notes of Natalie Williams of conversations with 
Mack McLarty’s and Harry Thomason’s attorneys and other 
miscellaneous notes (DF 780463-780649). 

12 March 21, 1996, Responses to Questions for the First Lady from the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight. 

13 "HRC Role,” dated May 17, 1996 (but this date appears to be the 
printout date not the creation date). 


( 187 ) 



^ \r \t ^- — TV . 1. \ J -i ^ L/l T^TIb*-^ 



l ^ \)ut 

fuatu Hi + t>V <1 \jf 

(jiljWi /Jt' iv <-^ ^ V^ ( 

vA — + fW 'l^-T 

, * r <y ^'3*° v **- 

tLe^o(_C — -§=Ibi (Prv-, 

V'M' y>r»^ ^ Wiwi L^ilju) \- 

/.* + kv->- * 


'I - Ui. £>\J - >u 1 




T > ' J ^> — / C t 4* L-» ~^p U iy Ja j a. i^o 

> ^ 


~t 


Oc — i W*~- d- Sl-^ "t 1> 


•Dxr a > UlJ 


■MinH 111 

CGEPR ® 129 



189 




u 




■1111111111 

CGEPR 0258 


f f vu /Op V x» 

V' -t 1-^.1 1 (j_. 


T k n i 

T 


T- K- + ^i 


U-» iV'Vu r^v-V/ ~fhsj_K\ f H ,-r 

Ur l ^ + i Yu. 


Vy "7 «.*v-hA t | k u ft — . 

y * 

vf -^-^A {V-VC • 
p «— .'V 


1W— p rvN 


S 


bO~ \J f 


c^> iU ^)\j ^ \j^ o^c.- Vv\v-. jz-c Pw 

t^X k. L\C WkA QJLSLj- — f"? ■ ®U Z- 4 6 l n ^ Y" 1 

Cl V 1 lAA' < 

i U ■ | ' VX * 


1 p 




4uU MW nv^M u 

X’f l-W h^M=' r -i -n r<zzU-| 


t \\jL<\ 


^ \) f' 1 f t-cx 


f «* l 

* V 5 


V f j -i*~y +i 




-fir '^<J Vp-^ f-*~\\ l -ft) £/6e_ 



190 


tw -Ab-lVi 6 IL. 

■Pz I x Xv u uoc 

'cJV' L* M-X — . 



■Illlllllll 

CGEPR 0259 



191 


TO: Hark Gearan 
FR: Lisa Caputo 

RE: Talking Points on Travel Report 
DT: July 2, 1993 


SUMMARY : 

Mrs. Clinton heard rumblings about problems in the Travel 
Office as did most White House staff. During a meeting with 
Vince Foster unrelated to the Travel Office, Mrs. Clinton 
mentioned to Foster that she had heard about problems in the 
Travel office. Foster told her Bill Kennedy was looking into the 
matter. Later that same day, Mrs. Clinton saw Mack McLarty in 
passing and asked about the situation in the Travel office. 
McLarty told Mrs. Clinton that the matter was being looked into. 
Subsequently, Foster told Mrs. Clinton that Peat-Marwick was 
conducting an audit. 

David Watkins, who was out of town in Tennessee, received 
updates on the audit from Patsy Thomasson. Watkins called Foster 
with reports. Foster told Watkins the First Lady was interested 
in the matter and suggested Watkins call Mrs. Clinton to update 
her. Watkins called Mrs. Clinton and updated her on audit. 

When the audit was completed on May 17, Watkins recommended 
that seven Travel Office employees be fired. McLarty approved 
it. Watkins wrote a memo to McLarty and cc'ed Mrs. Clinton. 


wrnmmm 
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12299 

HRC TALKING POINTS OH TRAVEL- OFFICE REPORT 


Q: How did Mrs. Clinton hear about problems in the Travel Office? 

A: Mrs. Clinton heard about potential problems and alleged wrong 
doing in the Travel Office from talk circulating around the White 
House. 


g: Did Mrs. Clinton talk to Harry Thomassoh about the Travel 
Office? 

A: Mrs. Clinton doesn't recall who mentioned it to her initially. 
Thomasson may have mentioned it to her among other people in 
passing. 


Q: Why did Mrs. Clinton meet with Vince Foster on matters that 
were unrelated to the Travel Office on May 13? 

A: Mrs. Clinton met with Foster on health care related issues. 


Q: Why during that meeting did Mrs. Clinton ask Foster about the 
Travel Office? 

A: She had heard a number of rumors and mentioned it to Foster. 
Foster told Mrs. Clinton Bill Kennedy was lookinginto the 
matter. (NOTE: Bill Kennedy is assigned the duty of handling 
internal White House security. Kennedy was involved in the 
Travel Office matter because it fell under his job description.) 


Q: Did Mrs. Clinton ever have a conversation with Bill Kennedy 
about the Travel Office? 

A: No. Mrs. Clinton never had conversations or discussions with 
Kennedy on the Travel Office. 


Q: Why did Mrs. Clinton ask Mack McLarty about the Travel Office? 

A: Mrs. Clinton, who works in the West Wing, obviously sees 
McLarty. She asked him in passing about the situation in the 
Travel Office. McLarty told Mrs. Clinton the matter was being 
looked into. Vince Foster subsequently called Mrs. Clinton and 
told her Peat-Harwick was going to conduct a review of the 
office. 


■nulling 
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Q: Did Mrs. Clinton ask for updates and specific information on 
the Travel Office? 

A: Ho. Mrs. Clinton raised her concern about the possible wrong 
doing in the White House Travel Office with Vince Foster and with 
Mack McLarty. Foster later took it upon himself to suggest to 
Watkins that he update the First Lady on the situation. At no 
time did Mrs. Clinton ask for any update or information on the 
audit. Watkins updated Mrs. Clinton on the audit and later cc'ed 
her on a memo because he was being responsive to Foster's 
suggestion. 

Mrs. Clinton never asked for the memo and did not read the 
memo. Mrs. Clinton had the memo routed to Maggie Williams, Mrs. 
Clinton's Chief of Staff, as an FXI. 


Q: Why did Watkins call Mrs. Clinton and update her on the audit? 

A: Watkins was just being responsive in updating Mrs. Clinton 
because she had expressed an interest to Foster. 


Q: Why did Watkins cc Mrs. Clinton on the memo to McLarty? 

A: Again, Watkins was just being responsive. 

Q: Was Mrs. Clinton interviewed for this report on the Travel 
Office? 

A: ?es. She talked to John Podesta and Todd Stern. The 
interview lasted approximately for 5-10 minutes. She knew few 
specif ics . about the matter. 
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Patsy Ui Thou»on vat advised of the identities of 
the interviewing agents. Ms. Thomasson was interviewed in the 
presence of Judith Wish, Office of Professional Responsibility, 
Department of Justice, W. Mail Eggleston, Associate Counsel to 
the President, Timothy Dudley, Counsel for Ms. Thomasson from 
Little Reek, Arkansas, based lew firm of Wilson, Engstroa, Corns, 
Dudley and Coultar. 

Ms. Thoaasson is the Special Assistant to the President 
for Management and Administration and Director of the Office of 
Administration. White House. She has been a Special Assistant to 
President Bill Clinton since 3/1/93. She reports directly to 
David Watkins, Assistant to the President for Management and 
Administration. 


Ms. Thomasson first became aware of the White Bouse 
Telegraph end Travel Office (WHTTO) in late April, 3993, in 
connection with bar duties as part of the National Performance 
Review. From a conversation with David Watkins i n ea rly to 
mid-May, 1993, she was aware of the r ole o f the WHTTO and that 
there were rumors of problems in the WHTTO. 

She attended a briefing regarding the WHTTO with David 
Watkins and Catharine Cornelius, Special Assistant to the 
Assistant to the President for Management and Administration, 
where Ms. Cornelius described "extravagant lifestyles" of WHTTO 
employees, including ownership of raee horses and vacation homes. 
Because of a lack of pertinent details about the race horses and 
vacation homes, she was not convinced that there was a problem. 
Ms. Cornelius was unable to provide details suc h as what 
percentage of the horses was owned by the WHTTO employee and 
whether or not the vacation homes had been inherited. 


After Ms. Cornelius left the meeting, Mr. Watkins was 
concerned that "where there was smoke, there might be fire." In 
April there had been a consent at the White Bouse Correspondents' 
dinner that the press was paying too much to travel with the 
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President and that content bad baan reported in the press. 

Mr. Watkins was concerned that the White Bouse would be 
criticised if they did nothing. 

They than discussed what should be done. Ms . Thonasson. 
knew that the WHTTO bandied reimbursable accounts and she thought 
that they needed to heve the (DITTO accounts audited. Since the 
White House executive nanagenent did not have an auditor, she 
reeonnended that they hire a certified public accounting fin. 

Ms. Thocasson knew terry Henan free the XRffi 
Peat-Marviek fin because he bad volunteered bis services as part 
of the National Perfonance keview. She consulted with the White 
House Procurement Office and learned that she could hire the 
Feat-Marvick fin sinee she had r compelling and exigent 
circumstances* based on the intonation thus far gained. 

On 5/13/93, Mr.* Watkins discussed the situation 
concerning the WHTTO with Vincent Poster, Deputy White House 
Counsel. Later that aane day, she and Messn. Watkins and roster 
briefed Chief of Staff - Thosas P. "Mack* NeLarty. While waiting 
to see Mr. McLarty, Mr. Poster mentioned that "his clients," 
aeaning President and Mrs. Clinton, were concerned about the 
WHTTO natter. Hr. McLarty agreed to hire the Peat-Marviek fin. 
Mr. Watkins hired than that day by telephone end Bade Patsy 
Thonasson their point of contact. The Peat-Marwick fin agreed 
to start their audit of the WHTTO relabunable accounts the next 
day, 5/14/93. Mr. Watkins bad to go out of town and 
Ms. Thonssson agreed to keep bin intoned While be was away. 

Ms. Thonasson, Wlllian Kennedy, Associate White House 
Counsel, Jennifer O'Conner, and Mathew Moore, fren the Office of 
Mansgenent and Adninlstratlon, net with the Peat-Marwick auditor 
at about 7:00 a.B. on 5/14/93. Ms. O'Conner and Mr. Moore were 
supposed to dstenine what functions the WHTTO parfoned and 
evaluate whether or not all of the WHTTO employees wen needed. 

The audit began around 7:30 a. a. on 5/14/93. The auditors 
briefed Ms. Thonasson and Messrs. Poster or Kennedy every hour or 
two. Late rrlday, 5/14/93, Mr. Foster cane to Ms. Thonasson's 
efflee and asked hew the audit was progressing. Mr. Poster heard 
Ms. Thonasson call Mr. Watkins and give hin an update. 

Mr. Watkins asked to speak to Mr. Foster. Mr. Poster encouraged 
Mr. Watkins to update "the clients" (the Clintons) on the WHTTO 
natter. 
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On S/14/33. Mr. Kennedy mentioned to Mo. Thonasson that 
tho FIX had boan called, and Mr. Xonnody would ba tha ni's point 
of contact. Ika audit eontinuad on S/1S/33. 

During tha aftarnoen of S/1S/33, two FSX aganta eaaa to 
tha Nhita Houaa to ha brief ad by tha Peat-Marviek auditor. 

Ms. Thoaaaaon waa praaant. tha auditor rapertad that thara vara 
not anough raeerda to parforn a *raal audit.* tha VHTTO oparatad 
aa follow* : They would aatinata tha coat of a trip and hill tha 

prea* paopla taking tha trip. Whan tha bills eaaa in, tha naxt 
group of proa* paopla ware charged aora or laaa to nake up any 
overcharge or undercharge frea tha previoua trip, aven if 
different preaa repraaantativa* ware on the aaeond trip, thara 
waa a diaeuaaien of whathar tha Peat-Maxvlck raviav would 
continue or whether tha m ahould eaaa in and a tart their oun 
invaatigation. hll agraad that tha Paat-Marvick review ahould 
continue and the reeulta would he given to the FBI aa Boon aa 
possible. Ma. Thoaaaaon did not recall any diaeuaaien of whathar 
or not tha VHTTO aaployaae should be tarninatad. 


the Peat-Harviek auditor worked on Sunday, S/ 16 / 93 , 
while Ms. Thoaaaaon worked at her desk. On Monday, 5/17/93, 

Ms. Thonasson gave Mr. Watkins tha eoaplata update. 

Ms. thoaaaaon had grave concerns over tha aanagaaant of tha VHTTO 
and thay talked about terminating tha VHTTO employees. 

Ms. Thonasson thinks Hr. Watkins discussad tha termination of tha 
VHTTO enployaes with Messrs. Fester, Kennedy and McLarty and 
raeoaaandad that thay ba fired. Sha has a vague recollection of 
aoaa discussion regarding tha VHTTO eapleyees staying on so they 
could ba available for the FBI Investigation. By late Monday, 

Mr. Watkins had decided to terainate tha VHTTO eapleyees. 


Ma. Ihooasson's next role was helping to arrange for 
tha handling of coaaereial travel for White Houaa office staff 
a nd c harter business which had previously bean par forced by the 
VHTTO. sha eallad tha Personnel Director and adviaad that tha 
VHTTO aaployaae would be leaving. Brian Foueart, Acting Director 
af tha White Mous e Adainistrativa Office, want with David Watkins 
to firs tha VHTTO aaployaas. Jennifer O' Conner prepared tha 
press talking points about their termination. 


Either lata Wednesday, S/19/93, or on Thursday, 

8/ 20/93, Mr. Watkins eallad Ms. Thoeaseon and asked her to bring 
Larry Herman, tha Paat-Marviek auditor, to Oaorga Staphanopoulos* 
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of flea. They vara meeting vith mm Maabera of «ha press and 
were trying to ansvjr quaatlona. Mb. Thomasson could provide no 
further infornatlon regarding thin aoatlng. 

On S/21/93. Ma. Thomasson «aa with Mr. Xannady 
anawaring a lattar from sanator Bond whan Mr. Xannady waa called 
away to a Meeting in Mr. Btaphanopouloa' of flea. She continued 
to work on the raaponaa. Later, Mr. Matkina teld her that he had 
been at the ease Beating, but did not alaborata on lta purpoae. 

Ma. ?h omasa on waa interviewed for the White House 
Travel Office Management review by Andre Oliver. She bad two 
converaations with Vince roster after the report was issued. In 
the first conversation, Mr. Poster asked bar if she had read the 
report and she told him she bad not. When be asked her why she 
had not, she told his that she had gone bene in tears after 
republicans had nisrepresented their handling of the WHTTO matter 
and she did not want to do it again. He told her that she bad 
made a wise choice because the report would make her angry. 

Mr. Foster did not agree with some of the inferences in the 
report. For example, Harry Thomason, Thomason, Xiehland and 
Martens (TDM) , had complained about the actions of the WHTTO but 
was not interested in their business. However, the report made 
it appear as though he was motivated by his own, self-interest. 

Mr. Foster asked her how Hr. Watkins was dealing vith the 
reprimand. She told him that Mr. Watkins was angry because be 
had been advised to hire a lawyer. All of them were upset 
because they had been trying to sake things better end it had 
turned into something very negative. 

The second conversation with Mr. Foster took place in 
hie office. He had called Ms. Thomaaeon and asked her to come to 
his office. He wanted to know if she and Mr. Watkins were all 
right. She teld him that they were fine. At the time, she did 
net think Mr. Foster was any mere consumed by the WHTTO matter 
then any of the rest of them. Mr. Foster did not mention the 
rsi. 


everyone in her office thought that the press accounts 
of the WHTTO matter were unfair. Hr. Foster never specifically 
mentioned the FBI to her. Mr. Kennedy never discussed his 
contacts vith the FBI with her. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


April 6, 1994 


Haney S. Kingsbury 
Dirsetor 

Fsdsral Human Xsaourca Managsnant Xssuss 
Sansral Government Division 
Ganaral Aeeounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20549 

Xs; SAP HsBuaats for Haaponsss ta Written Questions . 
Daar Ns. Kingsbury: 

Attached plsaas find written responses to the questions 
that gao posad to Mrs. Clinton. 


▼ary truly yodrs. 


“fit m 


W. Hail Eggleston 

Associate Counsel to tbs President 


(202) 456-7901 



199 


UllOXIll TO 0X0 QOMTIOM FO* W. CLIUTO* 


1 . Mrs. Clinton does not know tho origin of the doeisien 
to remove tho nhito Houao Traval Offiea employees. She boliovoo 
tha t tho docioion to terminate tho employees would havo boon nado 
by nr. Watkins with tha approval of Mr. KcLarty. 

2. Mrs. Clinton was awara that Mr. Watkins was undertaking 
a raviov of tha situation in tha Traval Offieo, but aha had no 
rola in tha dacision to tarainata tha employees. 


3. Mrs. Clinton did not diraet that any action bo taken by 
anyone with regard to tha Traval Offiea, other than expressing an 
interest in receiving information about tha review. 


4. nrs._Clinto n does not raeall_thl||_Cf mvars a ti on^with-tha 
sana level of detail _ao JCr,_Hatklas._ She recalls that on Friday, 
Kay ld'P'sha'had a vary short telephone call with Mr. Watkins. 

Mr. Watkins stated that Mr. Foster had Mentioned that Mrs. 

Clinton was interested in knowing what was goino on with the 
Travel office. Mrs. Clinton know that Mr. Watkins was out of 
town. Mr. Watkins conveyed to her that even though ha was not in 
Washington, his office was taking appropriate action. 


5. Mrs. Clinton has a general recollection of having 
conversations with Mr. Fester and Mr. KcLarty about the Travel 
Office situation prior to the termination of the Traval Office 
employees. Che has no spaeifle recollection of any particular 
conversation with Hr. Thomason on t hi s issue at that tinea 


Mrs. Clinton baliavas that she spoke with Mr. Foster 
about the Travel Offiea before her telephone call with Mr. 
Watkins. She also believes that aha had a very brief 
conversation with Mr. Mclarty sometime before aha spoke with Mr. 
Watkins. In that conversation, she told Mr. KcLarty that she had 
beard about problems in the Travel Office and wanted Mr. KcLarty 
to be avara of it. 


Mrs. Clinton does not recall seeing the Kay 17 
nenorandua from Hr. Watkins to Mr. KcLarty until after the Travel 
Office eaployeas ware terminated. 
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United State* 

General Accounting Office 
Washington* O.C. 20548 


General Government Division 



March 16, 1994 

Mr. Neil Eggleston 
Associate Counsel to the President 
' The White House 

Dear Mr. Eggleston: 

As part of our review of the White House Travel Office, we 
have identified additional information we need from a few 
individuals. We would appreciate /our assistance in having 
the following Individuals provide responses to me addressing 
the questions indicated in the enclosures: Mrs. Clinton, 

Mr. Panetta, Ms. Williams, and Ms. Thomasson. 

We would appreciate receiving this information by March 25, 
1994. Unless the responses raise other unresolved issues, 
these questions would close our outstanding requests for 
interviews with these individuals. We appreciate your 
immediate attention to this request and recognize the short 
timeframe we are requesting. If you have any questions 
regarding this request, please call me at (202) 512*5074. 

Sincerely yours, 

V fLa 

Nancy Kingsbury 
Director 

Federal Human Resource Management 
Issues 


Enclosures 
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GAO QUESTIONS FOR MRS. CLINTON 

The White House Management Report describes, on page 9, the following: 

That afternoon [May 13], before Foster talked to Watkins about Peat 
Marwick, Foster went to see the First Lady on a matter unrelated to the 
Travel Office. The First Lady told Foster that she had heard about problems 
in the Travel Office. Foster replied that Kennedy was looking into it Late 
that afternoon, she saw McLarty and inquired about the situation in the 
Travel Office. Faster subsequently informed her that Peat Marwick was 
going to conduct a review of the Office.” 

In our interview with Mr. David Watkins, he stated that (a) on May 14, Mis. Clinton 
(through Mr. Foster) had expressed an interest or awareness of the situation in the Travel 
Office: and (b) that it was Mr. Watkins’ understanding that Mr. Harry Thomason asked to 
have an update on the situation. Mr. Watkins reported that in a subsequent conversation 
on the same day, Mrs. Clinton (a) mentioned the 25 percent (White House) staff reduction 
goal: (b) said it would be good to have ’our people” working in the Travel Office; and (c) 
said that the administration had been criticized at the time for being slow in filling 
positions, and had delayed too long. We also note that the White House Travel Office 
Management Review contains a copy of a memorandum from Mr. Watkins to Mr. McLarty 
which was marked as "ex' to Mrs. Clinton, and which describes the steps taken to review the 
Travel Office matter and the decisions made to remove the employees and carry out the 
functions with other staff. 

We respectfully request Mrs. Clinton’s official response to die following questions: 

1. How would you describe and to whom would you attribute the origin of the decision 
to remove the Travel Office employees? 

2. How would you characterize your role in that decision? 

3. Did you ask or direct that any action be taken by anyone in regard to the White 
House Travel Office? 

4. Is Mr. Watkins' characterization of his discussion with you, as recorded by us, 
accurate? If not bow would you describe the discussion? 

5. Did you participate in any other discussions with White House staff or Mr. 
Thomason concerning the White House Travel Office matter during the 
period leading up to the removal of the Travel Office employees on May 19, 

1993? If so. when and how would you describe those discussions? 
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W. DAVID WATKINS 

4037 Mansion Drive NW 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
202-333-0299 
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PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 


July 13, 1995 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE FILE 
FROM: Miriam Nemetz 

RE: Geraen Deposition 


Yesterday I received a debriefing regarding David 
Gergen's deposition from Andy Krulwich. Gergen's deposition 
lasted for three and one-half hours. Giuffra and Kravitz were 
the questioners. 

Background . In response to a series of background 
questions, Gergen testified as follows. Gearan did not report to 
Gergen, but Gergen did oversee some of Gearan 's activities. 

Gergen reported to McLarty and the President. Gergen had 
virtually no relationship with Foster. Foster came to the White 
House in June and Foster died in July. Gergen had contact with 
Foster in connection with the Wall Street Journal's request for 
photographs and the Supreme court vacancy. He also occasionally 
passed him on the stairwell. Gergen never discussed Whitewater 
with Foster, the President, or Maggie Williams. 

Niaht of July 20th . Gergen learned of Foster's death 
at a dinner party at the Bradleys' house. Jody Greenstone (who 
Krulwich thinks was Gergen's assistant) had received a call from 
Gearan and then contacted Gergen. Gergen called Gearan from the 
party and was told that Foster's body had been found by the Park 
Police and that the President had already been told. Gergen 
asked whether a note had been found, and Gearan said no, but that 
it was an apparent suicide. Gearan asked Gergen's recommendation 
on press response, and Gergen recommended notifying the press 
that night. Gergen himself told the news to a Washington Post 
reporter who was at the party. Gergen spoke to Mickey Kantor and 
James Carville, who were also there, about the emotional effect 
the death would have on the President. He also spoke with Vernon 
Jordan about the public impact of the suicide. 

Gergen and Jordan went to Foster's house at about 11 
p.m. The President, Senator Pryor, Webb Hubbell, David Watkins, 
and McLarty were among the 15 people at the house. There was a 

lot of grieving and crying. There were no police officers there. 

Gergen was asked whether there was any discussion at the house 
about the need to seal or lock the office, and Gergen said no. 

Gergen went back to the Residence in Vernon Jordan's 
car and met with others in the 2nd floor kitchen. The President, 
McLarty, Jordan, and Gergen were there. Mickey Kantor and his 
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wife were there for part of the time. Gergen was asked the 
subject matter of the discussion, and he said the President was 
grieving and reminiscing about growing up with Foster. The 
President went into the living room two or three times to call 
Hillary. Gergen said the subjects of their conversations were 
mutual grieving and what to do with the schedule the next few 
days . 

Gergen was asked whether he had any conversations about 
sealing the office at the Residence. Gergen said he called 
Gearan to let him know where they were, and they had two or three 
conversations between about 12 and 1. McLarty and Gergen 
discussed sealing the office. Gergen then asked Gearan whether 
the office was sealed, and Gergen said he had to check. He 
either put Gergen on hold or said he would call back, and a few 
minutes later said the office was sealed. Gergen did not know 
the source of Gearan' s information, but had the impression it was 
someone in the Deputy Chief of Staff's office (Burton or Roy 
Neel) . 


Gergen was asked about his conversations with McLarty, 
and he said that they mostly talked about why Foster would take 
his life and what the President should do. Sealing the office 
was secondary. Gergen said he was not aware of any request by 
law enforcement to seal the office. 

Gergen was asked what he knew about the burn bag and 
the trash bag. He said that Gearan told him that Foster's trash 
had been secured, but that the burn bag had been taken out and 
was intermingled with other material and that the decision had 
been made not to pursue it. He asked who decided, and said he 
did not know. He told McLarty, who "took it aboard." Gergen did 
not think he was being consulted about the matters; he thought it 
was already done. 

Gergen was asked if he ever discussed with Nussbaura 
that Nussbauro entered Foster's office that night, and he said 
possibly, later. He gave the same answer with respect to 
Williams. He was sure he never had such a conversation with 
Thomasson. 


Gergen said he spoke with the First Lady briefly that 
night. She asked how the President was doing. 

July 21st . Gergen said he attended the senior staff 
meeting Wednesday morning. He did not recall any discussion 
there about the investigation of Foster's death. 

Gergen did not see anyone carrying a box. He does not 
recall going to the Counsel's Office suite or talking to Nussbaum 
that day. He does not specifically recall talking to Maggie 
Williams, although a call from her is reflected on his phone log. 
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Although he does not renenber the conversation, he has the 
impression she was concerned about the Clintons' grief. He did 
not do anything to follow up on the sealing of the office. 

Review of Foster office . Gergen said he knew nothing 
about the review of Foster's office before it occurred. . 

The Note . Giuffra jumped around when asking questions 
about the note, but I will describe Gergen' s testimony 
chronologically. Gergen went to Chicago on July 26th. He was 
making calls in his hotel room when McLarty came in to tell him 
that he had been called and that a note . had been found in the 
bottom of Foster's briefcase ./“IkcLarty either read the note or 
described TPs TiKJhTTgWSs "to* Sergen . Gergen said he thought the 
note should be turned over as soon as possible, but McLarty said 
Burton had raised some issues. McLarty put Gergen on the phone 
with Burton. Gergen said the note should be turned over. Burton 
raised executive privilege and privacy concerns. 


Giuffra then asked whether Gergen spoke to anyone other 
than Burton or McLarty that evening about the note, and Gergen 
said no. (Because of the way he framed the question, Giuffra did 
not elicit testimony regarding a second conversation Gergen had 
with McLarty. According to Burt Rein, in the later conversation, 
McLarty said he had decided to wait until the next day to decide 
whether to turn over the note. McLarty said that the First Lady 
was very upset and believed the matter required further thought 
and that the President should not yet be told. She said they 
should have a coherent position and should have decided what to 
do before they told the President. She also was concerned about 
the privacy of the family.) 

Gergen said that the next morning, back in Washington, 
there were a series of conversations about the note. Nussbaum 
said he was not opposed to turning over the note, but put a 
number of issues on the table — executive privilege, privacy, 
was it a suicide note, letting Foster family know. 


Jim Hamilton came over to the White House in the 
morning. He said the family should be told before the note was 
released. Gergen agreed it was only decent to wait until Mrs. 
Foster could be told. However, she was on her way back from 
Arkansas, so this caused some delay. Hamilton told them in the 
mid-afternoon that Mrs. Foster agreed the note could be turned 
over. 


Gergen said he was present when McLarty told the 
President about the note in a 6 p.ra. meeting on Tuesday, July 
27th. Nussbaum may also have been present. It was Gergen's 
impression that the President did not know about the note before 
this meeting. The contents of the note were reviewed with the 
President, and he said it should be turned over right away. They 
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did not discuss legal issues with the President, only privacy and 
decency. 


Gergen was also present at the meeting with Reno and 
Heymann. Gergen said Reno immediately asked why the note had 
note been turned over and told them to call the Park Police. She 
seemed to accept the reasons for the delay when they were 
explained to her. 

Gergen was asked if there were any discussions that the 
note would reflect badly on the White House. He said the 
speculated that the note, particularly the statement that the FBI 
lied, nright cause the Attorney General to feel she had to 
investigate. 

Complaints . Gergen was asked whether, prior to the 
27th, he had any knowledge of DOJ concerns about he 
investigation. Gergen said he had some conversations with 
Heymann, with whom he had a longstanding relationship. Gergen 
asked Heymann about what the process would be. Heymann said that 
the Park Police, not DOJ, would investigate. Gergen also 
recalled a conversation with Heymann in which the White House 
asked permission to do a preemptive release of the note; Heymann 
said no. 


Gergen was asked about his conversation with Tom 
Collier. Gergen said Collier called him because he was not on 
good terms with Neel and Burton. Collier said he had spoken with 
Neel and Burton. He was concerned about the pace of the 
investigation. There also were complaints from the Park Police 
that during the office review Nussbaum would not let them see 
papers that he did not deem to be relevant. Collier did not say 
whether Nussbaum was right or wrong, but he said he could not 
guarantee that the Park Police would not go to the press. 

Collier asked Gergen to speak to McLarty and speed up the White 
House's response to the Park Police's request for Foster's 
telephone logs. Gergen said he did this, and understood that the 
telephone logs were delivered the next day. 

Gergen was asked McLarty 's views of Nussbaum. He said 
that McLarty respected Nussbaum 's legal judgment but was 
frustrated because he (McLarty) had a broader perspective that 
also took into account perception and political issues. Gergen 
said he did not recall talking directly to Nussbaum about the 
pace of the Park Police investigation. 

Gergen said that, despite his philosophical differences 
with Nussbaum, he understood that Foster was working on official 
White House and personal Clinton legal matters that were totally 
unrelated to the Park Police investigation. Giuffra then asked 
when he learned that Foster was working on Clinton personal 
matters. Gergen said he was not sure, but he assumed it was so 
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because, based on his experience with prior administrations, the 
White House Counsel's Office always does personal work for the 
President. 


Gergen said he had no conversations with the First Lady 
or the President about Foster's papers. He did not recall having 
such a conversation with Maggie Williams. 

Kravitz Questions 

Kravitz showed Gergen an FBI 302 that summarized an 
interview on July 30, 1993. As reflected in the memo, Gergen 
said that by 10:30 a.m. on July 27 everyone agreed that the note 
should be turned over. Gergen said his memory was fresher at 
that time and he had no reason to doubt the accuracy of the memo. 

Kravitz asked whether Nussbaum used the concerns he 
identified as a basis not to turn over the note at all. Gergen 
said no, he was just raising questions that should be answered 
before doing so. He observed that they turned the note over 
quickly after Mrs. Foster and the President were told. 

Kravitz asked whether, on July 26, Gergen told anyone 
that they were taking too long to tell the President about the 
note. He said he thought it should be more quick, but that 
McLarty said he wanted to wait until the next day, and Gergen 
thought that was reasonable. 

Kravitz asked whether Reno was comfortable after being 
walked through the reasons for delay in turning over the note, 
and Gergen said yes. 

Kravitz asked whether he was sure he had used the word 
"sealed" when talking to McLarty and Gearan and he said yes. 
Kravitz asked whether, when he talked about sealing the office, 
he had a distinction in mind between Foster's office and the 
Counsel Office suite, and Gergen said he was thinking of Foster's 
office. 


Kravitz asked about the atmosphere at the White House 
after Foster's death. Gergen said people were distraught. It 
was the first suicide of a high-ranking official since Forrestal, 
fifty years ago. 
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July 17, 1995 


PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 

Memorandum To: Jane Sherburne 


HRC Travel Office Chronology 


The First Lady's involvement with the Travel Office 
situation was limited to a few conversations with individuals 
directly involved in the actions taken. However, statements 
attributed to David Watkins in the OPR Draft Report and the GAO 
Report may be used to suggest that her interest helped create the 
sense of urgency that fueled the dismissals in May 1993. 

In addition, you should be aware of certain statements 
attributed to James Lyons. Foster reportedly told Lyons that the 
Clintons might need outside counsel to advise them on Travel 
Office matters. Although Foster apparently was concerned about 
his objectivity, the discussion in the OPR Draft Report may be 
used to suggest that Foster believed the President and/or the 
First Lady were somehow implicated in the affair. 


I. Chronology 

A brief chronology, derived from the white House 
Management Review I " Management Review ") ■ the OPR Draft Report 
(which has not been released publicly) and the GAO Report, 
follows. 


Late March 1993 


5/12/93 


Harry Thomason mentions to the President 
in passing that there might be trouble 
in a White House department dealing with 
travel. Thomason does not provide the 
President with any details. Management 
Review , at 25. (Notei According to 
Thomason interview notes, HT tells 
President that he will oontaot the right 
people.) 

David Watkins meets with Catherine 
Cornelius, Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens to discuss their concerns about 
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5/13/93 


1 


the Travel Office. HanflqSfflent Bsg lsg. 
at 26. 

••• Conversation recounted in OPR Draft 
Report aicht suggest that First . litter J 
interest prompted Watkins to take 
action . Sometime after their meeting, 
Thomason visits again with Watkins and 
tells him that he had spoken with the 
First Lady about the Travel Office 
situation. The First Lady supposedly 
said that "we need to stay ahead of 
this" because if there is corruption in 
the Travel Office, it will make a good 
story." OPR Draft Report , at 9. After 
this conversation with Thomason, Watkins 
contacts Foster to set up a meeting 
about the Travel Office. Watkins tells 
Foster that Thomason has said that "Mrs. 
Clinton ha[s] an interest in the matter 
to be discussed." Id. Note: This 
meeting is Foster's first involvement 
with the Travel Office matter. 


*** GAO Report notes that Thomason told 
WfttMng.._9 f Conyers a t lpn_wlth-J? Ira t_I,ady . 
The GAO Report mentions that Thomason 
"repeated his concerns to the First 
Lady, and later told Mr. Watkins he had 
done so." Report suggests that this 
conversation and preceding ones, 
prompted Watkins and Cornelius to talk 
with White House Counsel officials. GAO 
Report at 53. 


The 

reference to Thomason's 


makes no 
discussion with 
the First Lady or with Watkins. It 
simply says that Watkins contacted 
Foster after his meeting with Cornelius 
and Thomason. Management Review at 26. 


Vincent Foster goes to see the First 
Lady on a matter unrelated to the Travel 
Office. 1 The First lady tells Foster 
she has heard about problems in the 
Travel Office. Foster informs her that 


Talking Points prepared by Lisa Caputo and dated July 
2, 1993, state that the First Lady met with Foster to 
discuss health care related issues. 

2 
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Kennedy is looking into the natter. 
Manaoenent Review , at 28. Later that 
afternoon, the First Lady sees Hack 
McLarty and inquires about the Travel 
Office situation. Id. 

*•* Entry in Foster's notebook suggests 
that Harry Thomason vas present during 
this nesting with the First Lady. Bee 
F00078. 

At some point, Foster informs the 
First Lady that Peat Marwick will be 
conducting a review of the Travel 
Office. Td. (Hotel The Management 
Review does not identify precisely when 
thin occurred) . 

* OPR Draft Report Only. According to 
the OPR Report, both McLarty and Foster 
mentioned that the First Lady had 
inquired about the Travel Office 
situation during the May 13 briefing in 
which Watkins, Foster and Patsy 
Thonasson recommended an outside 
accounting firm be engaged to audit the 
Travel Office. OPR Draft Report , at 
37. 

**• Possible Implications of First 
Lady's Interest Given Kennedy's Alleged 
Remarks so -Blab Level • White House 
Interest. In light ot the First Lady's 
knowledge ot the matter, and her 
conversations with key participants 
before the FBI Is contacted, Kennedy's 
alleged remarks about "high" or "high 
level* White Bouse Involvement or 
direction can Jbe construed as referring 
to the First Lady. The Draft OPR Report 
notes that Kennedy's stated he had no 
knowledge on May 13 that the First Lady 
had been apprised ot the Travel Office 
situation. Be Further stated that 
Foster had not mentioned during their 
conversations that be had spoken with 
her about the matter. 

The Managemen t Review credited FBI 
agents' claims that Kennedy stated there 
was m high level * White Bouse interest in 
the Travel ottice matter, despite 

3 


IIIIUJIII 

DF 780088 


211 


5/14/93 


2 


Kennedy having no recollection of such 
comments . Management . at 35. This might 
be used to cast doubt on the veracity ot 
Kennedy's statements that he did not 
know the First Lady was aware of the 
situation when he spoke with FBI agents 
on May 13 . l H one of the reports, 
however, have ever concluded that 
Kennedy's alleged remarks referred to 
the First Lady. 

Upon Foster's suggestion, Watkins 
updates the First Lady on the Travel 
Office situation and the Peat Marwick 
review, which had begun that day. Id. 
at 29. 

««« Version of 5/14 conversation iBOPR 
Draft Report suggests Flrst_hady 
supported Quick action. 

The statements attributed to the First 
Lady oould be used to portray her as 
pushing for quick dismissals of the 
Travel Offioa employees. 

"Watkins understood from Foster that the 
Travel Office matter was on the First 
Lady's "radar screen," and that Foster 
asked him to inform the First Lady of 
what he planned to do regarding the 
Travel Office from a management 
perspective. 

At about S:30 or 7:00 p.m., 
according to Watkins, he telephoned Mrs. 
Clinton. ... In short, he Informed her 
that things In the Travel Office were 
worse than they had originally thought . 
... Be told her that he would be back 


Mote that the OPR Draft Report criticized the Manage- 
ment Review and the FBI Internal Review for failing to 
discuss whether the agents felt pressured, threatened 
or intimidated by the alleged comments. None of the 
agents involved expressed such sentiments; thus, by 
failing to mention this fact, the reports, according to 
OPR, fostered the .impression that Kennedy and the White 
House in fact had attempted to improperly pressure the 
FBI but that the Bureau had resisted. 
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in Washington on Sunday evening and 
would, after reviewing the report, take 
appropriate action . According to 
Watkins, Mrs. Clinton said that she had 
talked with Barry Thomason and that he 
believed that Watkins could have a new 
travel operation in place very quickly. 
She also said that she had received 
advice from several others that "we 'ye 
made a mistake bv not getting our people 
into jobs sooner. Watkins reported that 
neither he nor Mrs. Clinton mentioned 
the FBI during this conversation which 
lasted from five to seven minutes." 

Version in GAO Report . Watkins said the 
First Lady "urged that action be taken 
to get 'our people' into the Travel 
Office to help achieve the 25-percent 
staff cut. According to Mr. Watkins, 
the First Lady also mentioned, in the 
context of the Travel Office, that the 
administration had been criticized for 
being slow in making appointments." GAO 
Report at 64. 


5/17/93 Watkins prepares a memo to McLarty sum- 

marizing Peat Marwick's findings and his 
recommended course of action. Watkins 
copies the First Lady on the memo. 
Management Review , at 29; pPR Draf t 
Report , at 49. PPR Pratt R e por t further 
states that, according to Watkins, the 
First Lady did not comment on the memo. 


II. hrc GAO Responses 

In written responses to questions posed by the GAO, the 
First Lady stated as follows: 

** Termination Decision . She did not know of 
the origin of the decision to remove the 
Travel Office employees, but believes the 
decision would have been made by Watkins with 
McLarty 's approval. She did not play any 
role in that decision. Nor did she direct 
• anyone to take action regarding the Travel 
Office. She did, however, express an 
Interest in receiving information about the 
review. 
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** Watkins Conversation . She did not recall her 
May 14 conversation with Watkins with the 
sane level of detail as Watkins. She recalls 
having a very short conversation in which he 
stated that Foster had nentioned she was 
interested in knowing what was going on with 
the Travel Office. Watkins conveyed that 
although he was out of town, appropriate 
action was being taken. 

** Conversations with Other Travel Office 
Participants . She recalled generally 
discussing the Travel Office with Foster and 
KcLarty prior to the dismissals, but had no 
specific recollection of a conversation with 
Thomason re the matter at that time. 

She also generally recalled speaking 
with Foster and McLarty before she spoke with 
Watkins on May 14. She told McLarty that she 
had heard about problems in the Travel Office 
and wanted him to be aware of it. 

** May 17 Watkins Memo . She did not recall 

seeing the memo until after the employees had 
been dismissed. 

The First Lady's responses to the GAO regarding her 
involvement in the natter convey a somewhat different impression 
than Watkins' statements to the GAO and OPR. Watkins basically 
portrays her as urging that action be taken, while her responses 
suggest a mere interest in knowing what was happening. His 
statements to OPR suggest that the First Lady favored quick 
removal of the Travel Office employees. (Interestingly, there is 
no mention of conversations with the First Lady in notes of an 
interview with Watkins taken during the White House internal 
review; notes from one of Foster's interviews during that process 
mention that McLarty and Foster had spoken with First Lady) . 

Handwritten notes 1 (apparently written by David Watkins 
and later produced to the Office of Public Integrity) regarding 
the May 14 conversation might be used to suggest that she not 
only favored removal, but also had patronage concerns. The notes 
quote the First Lady as follows: 


The notes are dated June 2, 1993, and come from Hell 
Eggleston's files; it is unclear, however, whose notes 
they are (Eggleston was not in the office at the time) 
and who provided the information. 


OF 780091 


6 



214 


Harry says his people can run things better; save 
money, etc. And besides we need those people out — 
we need our people in — we need the slots — 

This quote differs somewhat from OPR's and GAO's rendition of th 
conversation, and could be used to suggest that the First Lady 
was pushing to have Thomason's "people" (perhaps TRM?) replace 
the Travel Office employees. 

III. Lyons Statements in OPR Draft Report 

The OPR Draft Report also discusses certain statements 
by James Lyons, a Denver attorney and friend of the First Family. 
The report states that Foster told Lyons the President and the 
First ’Lady might require outside counsel to advise them on the 
Travel office matter. Foster reportedly discussed the 
possibility of congressional hearings on the matter with Lyons, 
and expressed doubts as to whether he could objectively advise 
the Clintons given his involvement in the affair. Apparently 
something in the Management Review sparked Foster's concern, and 
he sent Lyons a copy of the report. OPR Draft Report at 90. 
"Lyons read the report several times but could not understand 
Foster's concern with it." id. 

Foster, according to Lyons, also discussed the issue 
with Susan Thomases and Jim Hamilton. Lyons discussed Foster's 
concern with Bernie Nussbaum, who reportedly did not agree with 
Foster's assessment. Id. at 91. 

Foster's concern about the need for outside counsel to 
represent the First Family in the Travel Office matter might be 
used to suggest they were somehow implicated in the affair. 
However, it probably reflects only his frustration over the way 
the matter unraveled in the media. 

Natalie Williams 
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[TO BE OBED ONLY IF OPR MID GAO SAY MANAGEMENT REVIEW IS 
INCONSISTENT WITH THEIR DESCRIPTION OF THE FIRST LADY'S 
INVOLVEMENT] 


Nancy Kingsbury 

1 . Now, Ms. Kingsbury, isn't it true that the Management 
Review mentions discussions with the First Lady that 
the GAO report does not even include? 

a. The GAO report does not mention Mrs. Clinton's 
conversations with Mr. Foster on May 13? 

’ b. Nor does it mention Mrs. Clinton's conversation 
with Mr. McLarty on May 13, correct? 

Indeed, isn't it true that the GAO report only mentions 
■one direct conversation with the First Lady, correct? 

a. Mr. Watkins told you that Mr. Thomason said he had 
spoken with the First Lady, correct? 

b. You never interviewed Mr. Thomason, did you? So 
Mr. Thomason did not tell you he spoke with the 
First Lady, correct? 

And the First Lady did not recall a specific 
conversation with Mr. Thomason, did she? So the 
First Lady never said she spoke with Mr. Thomason 
on May 12, correct? 

Your report only reflects Mr. Watkins recollection 
of what Mr. Thomason told him, does it not? 




d. 


3 . 


Now, Ms. Kingsbury, isn't it true that the one direct 
•conversation with the First Lady — the May 14 
discussion between her and Mr. Watkins — is also 
mentioned in the Management Review? 


l.-j Mr. Shaheen, your report also only refers to one direct 
conversation with the First Lady, correct? 

The other references to the First Lady are Mr. Watkins' 
recollections of what others told him about their 
discussions with her, correct? 

[a. In faat, the OPR report seems to suggest that 

Thomason invoked the First Lady's name to prompt 
Mr. Watkins to move on the situation, does it not? 
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DAVID E KENDALL 
(202) 434-5 1 45 


LAW OFFICES 

WILLIAMS 6 CONNOLLY 

725 TWELFTH STREET, N W. 
WASHINGTON, D- C. 20005 
(202)434-5000 
FAX (202) 434-5029 


March 21, 1996 


BY HAND DELIVERY 

The Honorable William F. Clinger, Jr. 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr . Chairman : 


questions 


I enclose the responses of Mrs. Clinton to the 
transmitted to her by you last month. 


Sincerelv. 



cc.- The Honorable Cardiss Collins 
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FOR THE FIRST LADY 
FROM THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
AND OVERSIGHT OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

1. Did you at any time direct or authorize anyone to state on 
your behalf to the General Accounting Office that you did "not 
know the origin of the decision to remove the White House Travel 
Office employees?" 

Were you aware that any such statement would be made to the 
General Accounting Office on your behalf? 

Set forth all information known to you concerning any such 
statement made on your behalf to the General Accounting Office 
and with respect to any communication by or to you regarding any 
such statement, supply all of the information described in the 
preliminary statement above. 

Response to Nos. 1-6 : 

Neil Eggleston, an Associate Counsel in the White House 

Counsel's Office, made a submission on my behalf to the General 

Accounting Office on April 6, 1994, which I directed and 

authorized. This submission included statements quoted in the 

first six of these interrogatories. Mr. Eggleston made this 

submission in response to the following request, dated March 16, 

1994, from Nancy Kingsbury, Director of Federal Human Resource 

Management Issues at the GAO: 

“The White House Management Report describes, on page 9, 
the following: 

That afternoon [May 13] , before Foster talked to Watkins 
about Peat Marwick, Foster went to see the First Lady on a 
matter unrelated to the Travel Office. The First Lady told 
Foster that she had heard about problems in the Travel 
Office. Foster replied that Kennedy was looking into it. 
Late that afternoon, she saw McLarty and inquired about the 
situation in the Travel Office. Foster subsequently 
informed her that Peat Marwick was going to conduct a 
review of the Office. 
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In our interview with Mr. David Watkins, he stated that (a) 
on May 14, Mrs. Clinton {through Mr. Poster) had expressed 
an interest or awareness of the situation in the Travel 
Office; and (b! that it was Mr. Watkins' understanding that 
Mr. Harry Thomason asked to have an update on the 
situation. Mr. Watkins reported that in a subsequent 
conversation on the same day, Mrs. Clinton (a) mentioned 
the 25 percent (White House) staff reduction goal; (b) said 
it would be good tp have our staff people working in the 
Travel Office; and (c) said that the administration had 
been criticized at the time for being slow in filling 
positions, and had delayed too long. We also note that the 
White House Travel Office Management Review contains a copy 
of a memorandum from Mr. Watkins to Mr. McLarty which was 
marked, as cc to Mrs . Clinton and which describes the steps 
taken to review the Travel Office matter and the decisions 
made to remove the employees and carry out the functions 
with other staff. 

We respectfully request Mrs. Clinton's official response to 
the following questions: 

1 . How would you describe and to whom would you attribute 
the origin of the decision to remove the Travel Office 
employees? 

2 . How would you characterize your role in that decision? 

3 . Did you ask or direct that any action be taken by 
anyone in regard to the White House Travel Office? 

4. Is Mr. Watkins' characterization of his discussion 
with you, as recorded by us, accurate? If not, how 
would you describe the discussion? 

5. - Did you participate in any other discussions with 

White House staff or Mr. Thomason concerning the White 
House Travel Office matter during the period leading 
up to the removal of the Travel Office employees on 
May 19, 1993? If so, when and how would you describe 
those discussions?" 

After receiving Ms. Kingsbury's request, Mr. Eggleston met 
with me to obtain my answers to the GAO questions. I do not 
recall the date of this meeting nor who else may have been 
present, but I believe the meeting lasted about 30 minutes. Mr. 
Eggleston subsequently prepared draft responses, which he 
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provided for my review. I reviewed the responses and authorized 
Mr. Eggleston to submit them to the GAO as follows: 


»1. Mrs. Clinton does not know the origin of the decision 
to remove the White House Travel Office employees. 

She believes that the decision to terminate the 
employees would have been made by Mr. .Watkins with the 
•approval of Mr. McLarty. 

2. Mrs. Clinton was aware that Mr. Watkins was 
imdertaking a review of the situation in the Travel 
Office, but she had no role in the decision to 
terminate the employees. 

3. Mrs. Clinton did not direct that any action be taken 
by anyone with regard to the Travel Office, other than 
expressing an interest in receiving information about 
the review. 

4. Mrs. Clinton does not recall this conversation with 
the same level of detail as Mr. Watkins. She recalls 
that on Friday, May 14, she had a very short telephone 
call with Mr. Watkins. Mr. Watkins stated that Mr. 
Foster had mentioned that Mrs. Clinton was interested 
in knowing what was going on with the Travel Office. 
Mrs. Clinton knew that Mr. Watkins was out of town. 

Mr. Watkins conveyed to her that even though he was 
not in Washington, his office was taking appropriate 
action. 

5. Mrs. Clinton has a general recollection of having 
conversations with Mr. Foster and Mr. McLarty about 
the Travel Office situation prior .to the termination 
of the Travel Office employees. She has no specific 
recollection of any particular conversation with Mr. 
Thomason on this issue at that time. 

Mrs. Clinton believes that she spoke with Mr. Foster 
about the Travel Office before her telephone call with 
Mr. Watkins. She also believes that she had a very 
brief conversation with Mr. McLarty sometime before 
she spoke with Mr. Watkins. In that conversation, she 
told Mr. McLarty that she had heard about problems in 
the Travel Office and wanted Mr. McLarty to be aware 
of it . 

Mrs. Clinton does not recall seeing the May 17 
memorandum from Mr. Watkins to Mr. McLarty until after 
the Travel Office employees were terminated . " . 
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These answers were accurate responses to the questions posed by 
the GAO. Please see also my Response to Nos. 7-10, below. 


2 . Did you at any time direct or authorize anyone to state on 
your behalf to the General Accounting Office that you "had no 
role in the decision to terminate the employees" in the White 
House Travel Office? 

Were you aware that any such statement would be made to the 
General Accounting Office on your behalf? 

Set forth all information known to you concerning any such 
statement made on your behalf to the General Accounting Office 
and with respect to any communication by or to you regarding any 
such statement, supply all of the information described in the 
preliminary statement above. 

Please see my previous Response to Nos. 1-6. 


3 . Did you at any time direct or authorize anyone to state on 
your behalf to the General Accounting Office that you "did not 
direct that any action be taken by anyone with regard to the 
Travel Office, other than expressing an interest in receiving 
information about the Review?" 

Were you aware that any such statement would be made to the 
General Accounting Office on your behalf? 

Set forth all information known to you concerning any such 
statement made on your behalf to the General Accounting Office 
and with respect to any communication by or to you regarding any 
such statement, supply all of the information described in the 
preliminary statement above. 

Please see my previous Response to Nos. 1-6. 


4. Did you at any time direct or authorize anyone to state on 
your behalf to the General Accounting Office that you had "no 
specific recollection of any particular conversation with Mr. 
Thomason on this issue at that time?" 

Were you aware that any such statement would be made to the 
General Accounting Office on your behalf? 

Set forth all information known to you concerning any such 
statement made on your behalf to the General Accounting Office 
and with respect to any communication by or to you regarding any 
such statement, supply all of the information described in the 
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preliminary statement above. 

Please see my previous Response to Nos. 1-6. 


5. Did you at any time direct or authorize anyone to state on 
your behalf to the General Accounting Office that you "had a 
very brief conversation with Mr. McLarty sometime before you 
spoke with Mr. Watkins" on May 14, 1993 and that you "told Mr. 
McLarty that you had heard about problems in the Travel Office 
and wanted Mr. McLarty to be aware of it?" 

Were you aware that any such statement would be made to the 
General Accounting Office on your behalf? 

Set forth all information known to you concerning any such 
statement made on your behalf to the General Accounting Office 
and with respect to any communication by or to you regarding any 
such statement, supply all of the information described in the 
preliminary statement above. 

Please see my previous Response to Nos. 1-6. 


6 . Did you at any time direct or authorize anyone to state on 
your behalf to the General Accounting Office that you did "not 
recall seeing the May 17 memorandum from Mr. Watkins to Mr. 
McLarty until after the Travel Office employees were 
terminated?" 

Were you aware that any such statement would be made to the 
General Accounting Office on your behalf? 

Set forth all information known to you concerning any such 
statement made on your behalf to the General Accounting Office 
and with respect to any communication by or to you regarding any 
such statement, supply all of the information described in the 
preliminary statement above. 

Please see my previous Response to Nos. 1-6. 


7. Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications that you had at any 
time with Harry Thomason or any individual acting on his behalf 
regarding any White House Travel Office matters, the personnel 
employed in the White House Travel Office, or any proposed or 
actual activities of Mr. Thomason at the White House, including 
but not limited to, all aviation matters involving Mr. Thomason, 
Darnell Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated, or other 
transportation related issues, and any reviews, civil or 
criminal investigations. 
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In particular, describe in full any and all discussions, 
meetings, telephone conversations or other communications you 
had with Harry Thomason regarding the White House Travel Office 
on or about May 12, 13, and/or 14, 1993. Describe your 
knowledge of any meetings attended by Harry Thomason during this 
time period regarding the White House Travel Office with White 
House employees . 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to Harrv 
Thomason on May 12 and/or 13, 1993, or at any other time, that 
you were "ready to fire" any or all of the employees in the 
White House Travel Office that day? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to Harry 
Thomason at any time that could have been construed by him to 
convey the sentiment that you "were ready to fire" any or all 
employees of the White House Travel Office or that you wished 
that any or all of the White House Travel Office employees would 
fired or that their employment should be terminated? 

For any and all such statements, supply the information 
described in the preliminary statement. 

Response to Nos. 7-10 : 

It is hard to remember the specifics of conversations that 
occurred almost three years ago, in view of all that has 
happened since then, but I have tried to state in this response 
such recollection as I have. Because there has been so much 
publicity about the Travel Office matter, it is also difficult 
now to distinguish between what I knew in 1993 and what I know 
now. Initially, I think it is desirable to provide some 
perspective, from my point of view. 

The spring of 1993 was a busy and stressful time. After 
the Inauguration on January 20, there were the predictable 
complexities and difficulties which confronted my husband in 
establishing a new Administration. My family faced a 
significant change in living circumstances, including relocating 
to a new city, moving into the White House, settling our 
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daughter into a new school, and the increased entertainment and 
media demands of living in the White House. In addition, in 
late January of 1993, my husband asked me to become deeply 
involved in fulfilling the new Administration's pledge to 
develop a comprehensive - health care plan by May 1, 1993. In .the 
following months, I spent a great deal of time analyzing policy 
proposals, meeting with many groups and persons with an interest 
in health care, making speeches, and traveling around the 
country as part of the Administration's effort to devise a 
comprehensive and legislatively feasible health care plan. From 
late March through early April, I also spent many days in 
Arkansas after my father suffered a critical and ultimately 
fatal stroke. Following my father's funeral services in Little 
Rock, Arkansas, and Scranton, Pennsylvania, on April 9 and 10, I 
returned to the White House the week of April 12 to face a 
backlog of work and obligations primarily relating to the May 1 
target date for the presentation of an Administration health 
care plan. It became apparent that the target date would have 
to be moved back because of the work still to be completed. Our 
interest in avoiding substantial delay put added pressure on us. 
The first part of May was particularly busy due to health care 
meetings with Congressional leaders. Congressional Committees 
and staffs, health care coalitions, business associations, and 
professional groups, and also due to my travel and speechmaking 
obligations . 

At some point during the first part of May, 1993, I believe 
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I became aware from Vincent Foster or Harry Thomason of concerns 
about financial mismanagement in the White House Travel Office. 

I do not remember precisely what the concerns were, except that 
they involved allegations of waste, inefficiency, or improper 
procedures. I had no personal knowledge of or direct 
involvement with that office, and, indeed, I do not recall even 
knowing of the existence of the Travel Office until sometime in 
the first two weeks of May. I have a vague recollection of 
hearing either the outgoing or incoming president of the White 
House Correspondents' Association complain about the expense of 
press travel at the Association dinner on May 1, 1993, but I do 
not recall how or whether these complaints specifically related 
to the Travel Office. 

Mr. Thomason is an old and close personal family friend. 

My husband has known him for more than two decades . Mr . 

Thomason assisted in my husband' s campaign for President and 
served as Cochair of the Presidential Inaugural Committee. From 
time to time, Mr. Thomason has provided informal advice on how 
the President might better communicate his values, ideas, and 
policies. I cannot recall specific conversations with him 
regarding the White House Travel Office or its personnel, but as 
indicated above, it is possible that at some point in May, 1993, 
he may have mentioned to me issues of possible financial 
mismanagement in the Travel Office. I do not recall what, if 
anything, I may have said to him on this topic. I do not recall 
saying to him that I was "ready to fire" the Travel Office 
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employees. I do not know how Mr. Thomason may have construed 
remarks by me. 

I believe I discussed with Mr. Thomason in the spring of 
1993 ways in which he might assist in assuring the most 
effective presentation of the President's values, ideas, and 
policies.- I do not believe I ever spoke to Mr. Thomason about 
aviation matters involving himself, Mr. Martens and/or TRM 
Incorporated, or transportation issues, reviews, or 
investigations related to himself, Mr. Martens, or TRM 
Incorporated. I have no knowledge of what meetings Mr. Thomason 
attended during the May 12-14, 1993, time period. 

At some point during the week of May 10, 1993, I spoke to 
Vincent Foster about the Travel Office, and he told me that 
William Kennedy, who was a lawyer in the White House Counsel's 
Office, was looking into reports of financial misconduct and 
that KPMG Peat Marwick would be conducting a review of the 
Travel Office. I believe I had two c.onversations with Mr. 

Foster on this matter, although I may have had more. I do not 
believe that I asked Mr. Foster why action wasn't being taken to 
terminate the employees of the White House Travel Office or that 
I stated to him that these employees should be fired 
immediately. I do not recall saying to Mr. Foster that I wanted 
him to "act" with respect to those employees or indicating how I 
believed he should "act". 

I don't recall speaking to Mr. Foster about any proposed or 
actual activities of Mr. Thomason at the White House. I do not 
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believe I ever spoke to Mr. Foster about aviation matters 
involving Mr. Thomason, Mr. Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated, o 
transportation issues, reviews, or investigations related to 
these two men or TRM Incorporated. 

I also recall a brief conversation with Thomas F. "Mack" 
McLarty at some point, in which I told him that I had heard 
about fiscal mismanagement problems in the Travel Office. I 
expressed my concern that if there were any problems in the 
Travel Office they should be addressed promptly. I would not 
have had enough information to know what steps, if any, should 
be taken, but I believed then and still believe that if there 
were fiscal mismanagement in anv part of the White House, it 
would be important to take prompt and appropriate corrective 
action. I may have spoken to Mr. McLarty a second time about 
the Travel Office, but I have no specific recollection of what 
was said. I don't recall saying to Mr. McLarty that the Travel 
Office matter was in the "forefront" of my mind or that "action 
needed to be taken" . 

It is possible that I may have spoken to Mr. McLarty at 
some point in 1993 about Mr. Thomason's actual or proposed 
activities at the White House with regard to communications 
matters, but I have no specific recollection of such a 
conversation. I do not believe I ever spoke to Mr. McLarty 
about aviation matters involving Mr. Thomason, Mr. Martens, 
and/or TRM Incorporated, or transportation issues, reviews, or 
investigations related to these two men and TRM Incorporated. 
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During the evening of Friday, May 14, 1993, I remember a 
brief telephone conversation with David Watkins, Assistant to 
the President for Management and Administration, who was out of 
the city. Mr. Foster was present, and he indicated that Mr. 
Watkins wished to speak to me about the Travel Office matter. 

Mr. Watkins stated that Mr. Foster had told him that I was 
interested in knowing what was going on with regard to the 
Travel Office. He told me that he was having a review 
conducted, and that, although he was out of town, his office was 
taking appropriate action. He may have mentioned that KPMG Peat 
Marwick was conducting some kind of audit or review. I recall 
that I thanked him for the report and let him know that I was 
glad he had taken the situation in hand. 

I don't believe 1 had any conversations with Mr. Watkins 
about the Travel Office before or after this one telephone call. 
While I do not recall the specific details of our conversation, 

I did not direct that any particular action should be taken, nor 
did I make particular comments about what should be done 1 e . g .. , 
that I thought the Travel Office people "should be out") . I may 
have expressed the view that appropriate action should be taken 
if the circumstances warranted it. I do not recall telling Mr. 
Watkins I was going to an event with the President . I do not 
know how Mr . Watkins may have construed my remarks . 

I don't recall ever speaking to Mr. Watkins about Mr. 
Thomason's actual or proposed White House activities. I do not 
believe I ever spoke to Mr. Watkins about aviation matters 
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involving Mr. Thomason, Mr. Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated, or 
transportation issues, reviews, or investigations related to 
these two men or TRM Incorporated, j 

I now understand that the KPMG /Peat Marwick report 
presented on Monday, May 17, 1993, found several significant 
weaknesses in the existing internal control systems of the 
Travel Office and, on the basis of a three-day review, 
identified discrepancies in the amount of at least $18,200 in 
missing checks and improperly recorded or unrecorded petty cash 
transactions. This report further found several significant 
accounting system weaknesses in the Travel Office, including 
"lack of financial control consciousness," "no formal financial 
reporting process," “no reconciliations of financial information 
other than reconciliations of bank statements," "no documented 
system of checks and balances on transactions and accounting 
decisions within the office," "no general ledger, or cash 
receipts/disbursements journals," "lack of accounting 
expertise," and "no evidence or documentation of competitive 
bids or purchase orders for press charter service.” The report 
also concluded that "(s]everal disbursements have missing or 
inadequate documentation," and "[b)illing practices are informal 
and inconsistent . " 

Although I had no decision-making role with regard to the 
removal of the Travel Office employees on May 19, 1993, I 
expressed my concern, as set forth above, that if there were 
fiscal mismanagement in the Travel Office or in any part of the 
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White House, it should be addressed promptly. I am sure I felt 
such action could include, if necessary and justified, 
appropriate personnel actions so that this Administration would 
not be blamed for condoning any existing fiscal mismanagement 
problems, even though the Travel Office employees had been hired 
by previous administrations. I may have expressed to Mr. Foster 
and Mr. McLarty, and perhaps to Mr. Watkins, an interest in 
receiving ihformation about whether the review that was being 
conducted found evidence of financial mismanagement. 

It is quite possible that I had conversations with other 
individuals about the White House Travel Office prior to May 19, 
1993, but I do not recall them. 


8 . Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications that you had at any 
time with Vincent Foster or any individual acting on his behalf 
regarding the White House Travel Office matter, the personnel 
employed in the White House Travel Office, or any proposed or 
actual activities of Mr. Thomason at the White House, including 
but not limited to, all aviation matters involving Mr. Thomason, 
Darnell Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated or other transportation 
related issues. 

In particular, describe in full any and all discussions, 
meetings, telephone conversations or other communications you 
had with Vincent Foster regarding the White House Travel Office 
on or about May 12, 13 and/or 14, 1993. 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to 
Vincent Foster on May 12 and/or 13. 1993, or at any other time, 
about the Travel Office? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to 
Vincent Foster on May 12 and/or 13, 1993, or at any other time, 
to ask why action wasn't being taken to terminate the employment 
of the Travel Office employees? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to 
Vincent Foster on May 12 and/or 13, 1993, or at any other time, 
"that they should be fired immediately and out of here by the 
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end of the day" or that the employees should be replaced by the 
end of the day or by the end of the week? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to 
Vincent Foster on May 14, 1993, or at any other time, that you 
want him "to Act " on the information concerning the White House 
Travel Office employees? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to 
Vincent Foster at any time that could have been construed by him 
to convey the sentiment that you were inquiring about the Travel 
Office or wanted to know why action wasn't being taken to 
terminate the employment of the Travel Office employees or "that 
they should be fired immediately and out of here by the end of 
the day" of that you wanted him "to act" on the information 
received to concerning the White House Travel Office employees? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to 
Vincent Foster at any time that could have been construed by him 
to convey the sentiment that you were exerting pressure on him 
to act to terminate the Travel Office employees? 

For any and all of such statements, supply the information 
described in the preliminary statement. 

Please see my previous Response to Nos. 7-10. 


9 . Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications that you had at any 
time with Thomas F. "Mack" McLarty or any individual acting on 
his behalf regarding the White House Travel Office matter, the 
personnel employed in the White House Travel Office, or any 
proposed or actual activities of Mr. Thomason at the White 
House, including but not limited to, all aviation matters 
involving Mr. Thomason, Darnell Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated 
or other transportation related issues and any reviews, civil or 
criminal investigations. 

In particular, describe in full any and all discussions, 
meetings, telephone conversations or other communications you 
had with Mack McLarty regarding the White House Travel Office on 
or about May 13 through May 17, 1993. 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to Mack 
McLarty on May 13, 1993, or at any other time, in which you 
advised him of the situation in the White House Travel Office? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to Mack 
McLarty on May 17, 1993, or at any other time, that this was "in 
the forefront" of your mind and that "action needed to be 
taken"? 
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Did you make any statement, comment or observation to Mack 
McLarty at any time that could have been construed by him to 
convey the sentiment that you were advising him of the situation 
in the White House Travel Office or exerting pressure on him to 
act to terminate the White House Travel Office employees or that 
this was "in the forefront" of your mind and that "action needed 
to be taken"? 

For any and all of such statements, supply the information 
described in the preliminary statement. 

Please see my previous Response to Nos. 7-10. 


10. Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications that you had at any 
time with David Watkins regarding the White House Travel Office 
matter, the personnel employed in the White House Travel Office, 
or any proposed or actual activities of Mr. Thomason at the 
White House, including but not limited to, all aviation matters 
involving Mr. Thomason, Darnell Martens, and/or TRM 
Incorporated, or other transportation related issues and any 
reviews, civil or criminal investigations. 

In particular, describe in full any and all discussions, 
meetings, telephone conversations or other communications you 
had with David Watkins regarding the White House Travel Office 
on or about December, 1992, January, 1993, February, 1993, 

April, 1993 and May 12, 13, and/or 14, 1993. 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to David 
Watkins on May 12 and/or 13, 1993, or at any other time, that 
you thought that "these people, " referring to the employees of 
the Travel Office, "should be out?" 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to David 
Watkins at any time that could have been construed by him to 
convey the sentiment that you "thought these people should be 
out" or that you wished that any or all of the White House 
Travel Office employees would be fired or that their employment 
should be terminated? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to David 
Watkins on May 12 and/or 13, 1993, or at any other time, that 
Harry Thomason told you that he thought that other individuals 
could do the job of the Travel Office employees with his 
assistance and that his people could run things better and save 
money? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to David 
Watkins on May 14, 1993, or at any other time, that "action 
needed to be taken immediately to be certain those not friendly 
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to the Administration were removed and replaced with trustworth 
individuals"? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to Davie 
Watkins on May 14, 1993, or at any other time, that you “had an 
interest in tracking this matter and wanted to keep abreast of 
information on the review" and that you were "going to an event 
with the President"? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to David 
Watkins on May 14, 1993, or at any other time, that you believed 
a mistake had been made by "not getting our people in place 
sooner"? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to David 
Watkins on May 14, 1993, or at any other time, that "we need 
those people out -- We need our people in -- We need the slots - 


Did you make any statement, comment or observation to David 
Watkins at any time that could have been construed by him to 
convey that "action needed to be taken immediately to be certain 
those not friendly to the Administration were removed and 
replaced with trustworthy individuals" or that you "had an 
interest in tracking this matter and wanted to keep abreast of 
information on the review" and that you were "going to an event 
with the President" or that you believed a mistake had been made 
by "not getting our people in place sooner" or that "we need 
those people out --We need our people in -- We need the slots - 


Did you make any statement, comment or observation to David 
Watkins any time that could have been construed by him to convey 
that you "had spoken to Harry Thomason (sic) concerning the 
matter" or that Mr. Thomason had brought "the Travel Office 
situation" to your attention? 

For any and all of such statements, supply the information 
described in the preliminary statement. 

Please see my previous Response to Nos. 7-10. 


11 . Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications that you had at any 
time with William Kennedy, Patsy Thomasson, Neil Eggleston, 

Lloyd Cutler, Bernard Nussbaum, Jennifer O'Connor, Catherine 
Cornelius, Robert Barnett, Susan Thomases, Lisa Caputo, Jane 
Sherburne, or Margaret Williams regarding the White House Travel 
Office matter, the personnel employed in the White House Travel 
or an V proposed or actual activities of Mr. Thomason at 
the White House, including but not limited to, all aviation 
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matters involving Mr. Thomason, Darnell Martens, and/or TRM 
Incorporated, or other transportation related issues and any 
reviews, civil or criminal investigations. 

Since May 19, 1993, due to the numerous investigations and 
attendant publicity, I have had a number of conversations about 
the Travel Office matter, including with some of the people 
named in this interrogatory. I cannot identify all such 
communications over the last nearly three years with the 
requested specificity. However, I do not recall speaking to any 
of the people named here prior to May 19, 1993, about the Travel 
Office matter or the people employed in the White House Travel 
Office. I may have spoken to some of these people in 1993 about 
proposed or actual activities of Mr. Thomason regarding his 
ideas as to how the President could better communicate his 
values, ideas, and policies, but I don't believe I ever spoke to 
any of them about aviation matters involving Mr. Thomason, Mr. 
Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated, or transportation issues, 
reviews, or investigations related to these two men and TRM 
Incorporated. Please see also my previous Response to Nos. 7- 
10 . 


12 . Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications that you had at any 
time with Jeff Eller, Dee Dee Myers, George Stephanopoulos or 
Mark Gearan regarding the White House Travel Office matter, the 
personnel employed in the White House Travel Office, or any 
proposed or actual activities of Mr. Thomason at the White 
House, including but not limited to, all aviation matters 
involving Mr. Thomason, Darnell Martens, and/or TRM 
Incorporated, or any other transportation related issues, and 
any reviews, civil or criminal investigations. 

In particular, describe in full any and all discussions. 
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meetings, telephone conversations or other communications you 
had with Jeff Eller, Dee Dee Myers, George Stephanopoulos or 
Mark Gearan regarding the fact that the firing of the Travel 
Office employees would be a good or positive story or that they 
should stay ahead of the story? 

Did you make any statement, comment or observation to Jeff 
Eller, Dee Dee Myers, George Stephanopoulos or Mark Gearan at 
any time that could have been construed to convey that the 
firing of the Travel Office employees would be a good or 
positive story or that they should stay ahead of the story? 

For any and all of such statements , supply the 
information described in the preliminary statement . 

Since May 19, 1993, due to the numerous investigations and 
attendant publicity, I have had a number of conversations with 
different people about the Travel Office matter, including some 
of the people named in this interrogatory. I cannot identify 
all such communications over the last nearly three years with 
the requested specificity. I do not recall speaking to any of 
the people named here prior to May 19, 1993, about the Travel 
Office matter or the people employed in the White House Travel 
Office. I may have spoken to some of these people in 1993 about 
proposed or actual activities of Mr. Thomason regarding his 
ideas as to how the President might better communicate his 
values, ideas, and policies, but I don’t believe I ever spoke to 
any of them about aviation matters involving Mr. Thomason, Mr. 
Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated, or transportation issues, 
reviews, or investigations related to these two men and TRM 
Incorporated . 

I do not recall saying to Ms. Myers or Messrs. Eller, 
Stephanopoulos, or Gearan that the firing of the Travel Office 
employees would be a good story or that they should stay ahead 
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of the story. 

I simply do not know how these four people construed 
remarks of mine. 

Please see also my previous Response to Nos. 7-10. 


13 . Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications you had on May 16, 
1993, including but not limited to, all persons with whom you 
had dinner, regarding the White House Travel Office matter, the 
personnel employed in the White House Travel Office, or any 
proposed or actual activities of Mr. Harry Thomason, including 
but not limited to, all aviation matters involving Mr. Thomason, 
Darnell Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated, or other 
transportation related issues and any reviews, civil or criminal 
investigations . 

I do not recall what, if any, communications I had about 
the Travel Office matter, the Travel Office personnel, or the 
proposed or actual activities of Mr. Thomason on May 16, 1993. 

I don't believe I had any discussions of aviation matters 
involving Mr. Thomason, Mr. Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated, or 
transportation issues, reviews, or investigations related to 
these two men and TRM Incorporated on this date. 


14 . Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications concerning or 
knowledge of Mr. David Watkins' handwritten notes asking "POTUS 
real relationship with Catherine Cornelius?" 

I did not write this note, and I have no knowledge about 
what it means. 


15. Set forth all information known to you concerning any 
documents removed or transferred from Mr. Foster's office at any 
time between July 20, 1993 through July 29, 1993. 

Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications you had regarding 
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the removal of any documents from Mr. Foster's office and the 
individuals who were in his office prior to the review of the 
office on July 22, 1993 in the presence of law enforcement 
officials. 

Identify and describe any Travel Office files maintained by 
Mr. Foster or other employees of the Counsel's office working at 
his behest and how such documents were handled or transferred. 

The question of documents removed or transferred from Mr 
Foster's office in July, 1993, has been the subject of extensive 
public hearings and media coverage. Because I am generally 
aware of this publicity, it would simply be impossible for me to 
set forth "all information known to [me]* about this matter. 

I do not recall having had communications with anyone 
about removal of documents from Mr. Foster's office and the 
individuals who were in his office prior to the review of the 
office on July 22, 1993, in the presence of law enforcement 
officials . 

I did not know what, if any. Travel Office files Mr. Foster 
might have been working on at the time of hiB death. I knew 
nothing about Travel Office work being done at that time by 
others under Mr. Foster's direction or how any related materials 
may have been handled or transferred. 

16. Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all communications that you had at any 
time with any person regarding the reprimands of particular 
individuals in the White House. 

I do not recall any discussions of reprimands of particular 
individuals in the White House prior to July 2, 1993. After the 
White House Travel Office Management Review was released on that 
date, it is possible I discussed the reprimands of White House 
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personnel at some point, but I do not recall doing so. 

17. Do you keep a personal diary or is one maintained for you? 
If so, when was this diary begun and are events recorded into 
this diary on a regular basis? 

I do not keep a personal diary, nor is one maintained for 


me . 


18. Do you keep a telephone log and appointment calendar or is 
one maintained for you? If so, when was this log or calendar 
begun and are events recorded into this log or calendar on a 
regular basis? 

I do not keep such records. My office does not keep a 
record or calendar of my appointments and meetings, although my 
Scheduling Office does keep a schedule for me, and copies of my 
schedules are retained. My Executive Assistant provides to me 
and maintains a daily log of incoming communications to that 
office which includes telephone messages. She also provides me 
with a call sheet reflecting telephone calls to be returned. 
These call sheets have not been systematically maintained. The 
Office of Personal Correspondence in the East Wing maintains a 
daily log of correspondence for me, which occasionally includes 
a few telephone messages for me received by that office. 


19. Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement for all gifts or things of value received 
by you or your family, at any time, from Harry Thomason, Darnell 
Martens, TRM Incorporated. Harry Thomason & Associates, World 
Wide Travel, Air Advantage, or any entity or person affiliated 
therewith. 

Harry Thomason and his wife, Linda Bloodworth- Thomason, are 
long-time personal friends, and ray family and I have both given 
gifts to and received gifts from them at anniversaries, 
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birthdays, Christmas, and other occasions. We have stayed at 
their home, and they have visited us at ours.. I do not recall 
receiving gifts from the other persons and entities listed in 
this question, or, to my knowledge, from entities or persons are 
who are "affiliated" with these people and entities. 

20. Identify and set forth the information sought in the 
preliminary statement of any participation, concern, or pressure 
exerted by you or the Office of the First Lady to terminate any 
other employees of the White House during the first fifteen 
months of the Clinton presidency. 

Identify all information known to you of any "rumors" of 
possible wrongdoing in the White House Travel Office prior to 
the May 19, 1993 firings of the employees. 

Identify all information known to you of any "financial 
mismanagement" of possible wrongdoing in the White House Travel 
Office as of May 12, 1993. 

As has been true of all new Presidents, my husband took 
such steps to organise the Executive Branch as he thought proper 
to discharge his responsibilities as Chief Executive. Likewise, 
since January 20, 1993, such steps have been taken as were 
deemed necessary and appropriate, including personnel changes, 
to make the White House residence a comfortable and efficient 
place for us to live and a welcoming and pleasant environment 
for us to entertain both state and personal guests. 

For responses to the second and third sentences of this 
interrogatory, please see my previous Response to Nos. 7-10. 


21. Do you have any knowledge of anyone who at any time 
maintained, stored, or utilized any records in the White House 
residence Book Room regarding the White House Travel Office 
matter, the personnel employed in the White House Travel Office, 
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or any proposed or actual activities of Mr. Harry Thomason, 
including but not limited to, all aviation matters involving Mr. 
Thomason, Darnell Martens, and/or TRM Incorporated , the 
Presidential Inaugural Committee, or other transportation 
related issues? 

I have no such knowledge. 


22 . Provide a written description detailing any knowledge which 
you have concerning the origin and chain-of- custody of the 
undated 9 -page memorandum by Mr. David Watkins, a copy of which 
was produced to this Committee on January 3, 1996. This 
document includes Bates-stamp numbers CCGE 12286-12294. 

Identify all persons in the chain -of -custody of whom you have 
any knowledge by name and location. Include any information 
that you have concerning the origin and chain -of -custody of any 
other drafts, copies of drafts, final versions, or copies of 
final versions of the Watkins memorandum. 

Describe any other similar documents, drafts, copies of 
drafts, final versions or copies of final versions of the 9 -page 
Watkins memorandum of which you have knowledge. Include any 
information that you have concerning the origin and chain-of- 
custody of any of these additional documents. 

Provide a complete account of all your knowledge, past or 
present, of the existence of the 9 -page Watkins memorandum. 
Describe the circumstance or circumstances under which you 
gained any knowledge whatsoever of the drafting, existence, 
storage, retrieval, or use of this memorandum for any purposes 
whatsoever . 

In the 9 -page draft Watkins memorandum, Mr. Watkins makes 
four references to an issue that developed between the Secret 
Service and the First Family in February and March, 1993. Based 
upon Mr. Watkins' stated belief that a poorly handled Secret 
Service incident required that he take immediate and forceful 
action on subsequent matters requested by you, provide a full 
description of the February, March or Spring, 1993 Secret 
Service incidents in which you and/or the President were 
involved. Identify what was expected of Mr. Watkins and Mr. 
McLarty that they failed to do for you and/or the President in 
response to the incidents. 

I have no first-hand knowledge of the origins or chain of 
custody of this memorandum. 

I do not know for certain what particular incidents Mr. 
Watkins is referring to in his draft memorandum , but there was 
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an adjustment period in early 1993 when we had to become 
accustomed to the 'security and surveillance procedures then in 
effect in the White House. Moreover, certain false reports of 
conduct within the White House residence had been circulated and 
even published during the first few months after our move, and 
it was sometimes implied that the source of these rumors was the 
Secret Service. Mr. McLarty and Mr. Watkins were able to work 
out procedures which better accommodated the needs of our family 
and the Secret Service . 


23. Set forth all information known to you concerning the 
circumstances leading up to the departure of Mr. Watkins from 
the White House, including but not limited to, any concerns 
about his management, personal conduct towards employees and 
actions regarding the use of White House helicopters. 

I have no first-hand knowledge of the circumstances which 
led to Mr. Watkins' departure from the White House. 


24. Set forth all information known to you concerning Catherine 
Cornelius role in the Travel Office firings and any actions 
taken by David Watkins, Patsy Thomasson or others to remove 
Catherine Cornelius from her job at the White House following 
the Travel Office firings. Describe any efforts made to find Ms. 
Cornelius another job and any knowledge you have concerning Ms. 
Cornelius' concerns about the hostile environment created by 
David Watkins and Patsy Thomasson. 

I have no first-hand knowledge of these matters. 


25. Were you aware of any "talking points" concerning Mr. Billy 
Dale or the Travel Office disseminated by your office at any 
time since Mr. Dale's trial began on October 26, 1995 ? if so 
please describe with whom you discussed any such talking points 
and any information you were provided about such efforts. 

I m not aware of any "talking points" concerning Mr. Dale 
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or the Travel Office that my office "disseminated" in this 
period. I know that, prior to interviews, press conferences, or 
public appearances , I have occasionally been furnished with 
information to be used in answering predicted questions. Some 
of these predicted questions have related to Travel Office 
matters . 


26. Set forth all information known to you concerning any 
actions taken to use Presidential Inaugural Funds to fund 
outside volunteers or other employees to assist in any White 
House functions and the role of Harry Thomason, David Watkins, 
Vince Foster, Michael Berman and others in exploring ways to use 
outside sources of funding or Presidential Inaugural Funds to 
fund any White House activities. 

I helped arrange a $300,000 donation by the Presidential 
Inaugural Committee to the White House Historical Association in 
1993 to be used for the renovation and upkeep of the White 
House. I am generally aware that there were discussions in 1993 
of ways to manage the work load and ameliorate the effects of 
the 25% staff cut which the Administration had imposed on itself 
and that these discussions included consideration of whether 
excess Presidential Inaugural Committee funds could be used for 
such purposes, although ultimately they were not. 


lil 

fc-Vj 


HILLARY 

RODHAM CLINTON 


Subscribed and sworn to before me 
this ^l day of March, 1996. 

V A.O irPw ■K- 

Notary Public 

MOIRA K_ RICKETTS 25 

NOTARY PUBLIC DISTRICT O? COUJfcSW 
My Commission Espoo* FoOfUwy 14 ■ tB ® 9 
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DOCUMENT INDEX FOR HARRY THOMASON 

1 January 29, 1993 memo, "TRM Action Items" from Darnell Martens 
to Harry Thomason on how to pursue "Washington opportunities." 

2 February 11, 1993, "White House Inventory of the Federal Aircraft 
Fleet," from Darnell Martens to Harry Thomason. 

3 February 17, 1993 Note for "Mack, Mark, Watkins" attached to 
February 11, 1993 memo (CGE 2296-2298). 

4 March 5 memo about allegations of wrongdoing in Travel Office (fax 
is undated - 5 pages, sent to "Adriane/Harry") 

5 March 12, 1993 memo, "Federal Aircraft Management Information 
System (FAMIS), from Darnell Martens to Harry Thomason (CGE 
2224-2226). 

6 March 23, 1993 memos on Harry Thomason’s White House pass 
(CGE 2931-2936) 

7 April 6, 1993 memo from Darnell Martens to Bruce Lindsey 
regarding the project to review non-military federal aircraft fleet. 

8 April 12, 1993 fax to Bruce Lindsey from Darnell Martens/TRM 
(CGE 2228-2229) 

9 April 16, 1993 handwritten notes of David Watkins (CGE 29184) 

10 April 26, 1993 fax to Bruce Lindsey’s secretary with memo (3 pages 
CGE 2230-2232) 

11 April 27, 1993 fax and April 29, 1993 memo from Darnell Martens to 
Bruce Lindsey (CGE 22336,22333-35) 

12 May 6, 1993 fax to Jack Kelly of OMB faxing previous memos to 
Bruce Lindsey (CGE 2237-2241) 
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13 May 11, 1993 fax memo to Harry Thomason’s assistant Bobbi 
Ferguson from Darnell Martens for Martens to confirm he is coming 
to Washington (1 page) 

14 May 11, 1993 calendar page for Mack McLarty (CGE 26860) 

15 May 12, 1993 White House pass information for Darnell Martens 
(CGE 18296-18297) 

16 May 12, 1993 e-mails of Catherine Cornelius (CGE 39295-39297) 

17 May 13, 1993 fax memo to Harry Thomason from Darnell Martens 
saying he can be ready to do the Travel Office business by Sunday "if 
needed." 

18 Miscellaneous phone messages and notes of Harry Thomason while at 
the White House (4 pages). 

19 Undated TRM Confidential memo on proposal for TRM to get White 
House Travel Office business (3 pages). 

20 Harry Thomason calendar of meetings and phone messages from May 

10-May 21, 1993 (redacted). 

21 May 17, 1993 Memorandum to Mack McLarty from David Watkins 
regarding the White House Travel Office, cc: Hillary Rodham Clinton 
(CGE 17753). 

22 "Undated" White House Project memo by Harry Thomason (CGE 
1461-1468) 

23 June 11, 1993 White House Management Review interview of Jennifer 
O’Connor, CGEPR 383-390) 

24 June 17, 1993 White House Management Review interview of Ross 
Fischer of Miami Air, (CGEPR 237-239) 

25 June 20, 1993 Memo from Cliff Sloan to Beth Nolan, Subject: 
Response to Questions from Republican Leadership, CGE 43210- 
43212) 
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26 July 1993 Memorandum for John Podesta and Todd Stern from Beth 
Nolan, Subject: "Questions from Travel Office report re Harry 
Thomason," (CGE 43235-43246) 

27 July 14, 1993 routing slip attached to July 13, 1993 memo from Beth 
Nolan to Cliff Sloan regarding "Preliminary Thoughts on Travel 
Office Report re Harry Thomason," (CGE 43265-43275). 

28 Undated memo on Special Government Employees from the White 
House, (CGE 43348-43355) 

29 July 6-July 12, 1993 phone logs of Cliff Sloan with entries regarding 
Harry Thomason (CGE 37126-27,130-31,138). 

30 August 18, 1993 handwritten notes re "memo - HT" (CGE 37586) 

31 August 25, 1993 memo for Leon Panetta from Roy Neel regarding 
audit of federal aircraft by TRM (CGE 17597). 

32 April 11, 1994 memorandum for Lloyd Cutler and John Podesta from 
W. Neil Eggleston re: Travel Office report and not turning over 
"ICAP" documents to GAO (CGE 7719-7721). 

33 September 8, 1994 Justice Department memorandum from Public 
Integrity Chief Lee Radek to Deputy Assistant Attorney General of 
the Criminal Division, John Keeney regarding "Status of Travel 
Office investigation" including the White House not producing all 
documents on Harry Thomason. 

34 September 5, 1995 letter from Clinton attorney David Kendall to 
Committee Counsel Barbara Comstock regarding 24 files of allegedly 
"personal" Clinton legal documents which included an empty file on 
"the White House Project"- a project Harry Thomason was working 
on. 
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TO: KMUtr 1MGKASOK 

Chairman. trk. :r.c. 

FROM: PARNELL MARTENS 

President. THK, ".a:. 

RE; WHITE HOUSE IHVEJITORY OF THE FEDERAL AIRCRAFT FUST 

DATE: 2/11/93 


On 1/29/93. X sent you sad Bee-Dee Myers s sen in whies 1 ststed c»st. 
based on tne Administration's directive to consider cutbacks wherever 
feasible. 1HM should solicit • consulting project from the White House 
of the following description: 

■Review all non-oilitsry government aircraft to determine financial and 
operational approp r iateness. * 

Yesterday morning on OO-Uvc, the President stated in a cabinet meeting 
that his staff has informed him that there are savings to be had in a 
review of all government aircraft and that an inventory of chose - 
aircraft will be made. 

This inventory HOST by administered by someone who knows aircraft as 
well as operational and capital budgets.! propose a plane-by-plane 
inventory of the i.gra aircraft in the Federal fleet, we would, with 
cooperation by the GAO a as, list each aircraft's: agency user, 
purpose, current value, operating budget, mission appropriateness, 
utilisation, alternative aircraft (if any), operating budget effects (of 
changes, if any) and miscellaneous colaments. 


S9S0WY OF THE FBWRAL AIRCRAFT 

ELEET 

large Commercial jets 

26 

large Business jets 

22 

Medium Business Jets 

41 

Small Business Jets 

ISO 

Turboprop 

600 

Piston-nul t i engine 

190 

Piston -Single engine 

406 

Helicopters 

3S3 

Military-type Jets 

-5* 

TOTAL 

irM 


we've demonstrated our capabilities to the President by coordinating all 
aircraft activities for The Clinton Par President Coamittec, The 
Clinton/Gore '92 Committee and the Clinton/Bore Transition Team. Mow we 
have an opportunity to make a substantive contribution to the deficit 
reduction plans, w e can deliver a practical, useful tool to both reduce 
costs and improve aircraft utilisation. 

Harry. 1 can state, without qualification, that thm is uniquely 
qualified to conduct this study. This is the project for which 1 have 
trained for 19 years. 1 know the aircraft--! understand the budgets. 
Put me. in front of the right person at the Write House and I will prove 
the value of both the project and Thomason's capabilities. 


immmsnsiMRgnilllir 
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TO i HARRY 1H3MON 

Quliwa, THK, Inc. 


the president has seek 


no mi omooouu iMtnau 

PrMltfac, TOi lac. 

Ml WHITE HOOKES ZWBRORY OF WE FEDERAL A IR gtA F T FLEET 

MSB i 2/11/93 


On i/2f/$3 # I seat you and Dee Dee Hytra a memo in which I stated that, 
based on the Administration's directive to consider cutback* wherever 
feasible, UK should solicit s consulting project from the Whit* House 
of the following description: 

•Review all non-mllltary government aircraft to determine financial and 
operational appropriateness.* 

Yesterday Mining on Oor-U.ve, the President stated in a cabinet meeting 
tha t his staff has Informal him chat there are eavinge to be bad in a 
review of all government, aircraft and that an Inventory of those 
aircraft will be mads. 


This lnvsttory MOST by administered by someone wbo knows aircraft as 
well aa operational and capital budgets.! propose a plane -by -plane 
inventory of the 1.074 aircraft In the Federal fleet. we would, with 
cooperation by the < 2*0 & (M, list each aircraft's: agency user, 

purpose, current value, operating budget, mission appropriateness, 
utilisation, alternative aircraft? (if any) , operating budget affects (of 
changes, if any) and mlscel l anera is own rs. 


gneo ut r or we federal airctaft fleet 


Imrge Conssrcial Jets 

26 

Large Business Jets 

22 

Medium Business Jets 

41 

Email Business Jets 

ISO 

Turboprop 

600 

Piet on-KSilti engine 

190 

Piston-filngle ogine 

406 

Helicopters 

3(3 

Military- type Jets 

-Sfi 

TOTAL 

1074 


we've demonstrated our capabilities to the President by coordinating all 
aircraft activities for The Clinton For President Coomittee, The 
Clinton/Oore *92 Cownittee and the Clintoa/Oore Transition Team. How we 
have as opportunity to make a substantive contribution to the deficit 
reduction plans. We can deliver a practical, useful tool to both reduce 
coete and improve aircraft utilization. 

Harry, 1 can state, without qualification, that TRW is uniquely 
qualified to conduct this study. This is tbs project for which X have 
trained for 19 yeere. I know the aircraft--! understand tba budgets. 
Put me in front of the right person at the Whits House and I will prove 
the value of both the project and Thomason's capabilities. 


II 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

TRM, INCORPORATED 
513 - 871*5410 

INTERCOMPANY MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 


Harry Thomason, Chairman 
Darnell Martens, President 

Federal Aircraft Management Information System CFA W .:S) 
3 / 12/93 


Based on your discussion with President Clinton of my 2/11/93 memo, 3 
began the process of obtaining specific information regarding the scope 
of work and potential savings involved in performing an audit of all 
non -military Federal aircraft. 

SCOPE OF WORK: 

(A) The scope of work involves the plane-by-plane review of 3,674 
aircraft. We have already requested and received some information from 
the 0KB regarding these aircraft. 

The information currently available is not representative of the true 
cost of operation. Existing definitions of "operating costs" varies 
widely and is not consistent among the various agencies. Much of the 
costs are hidden in the general overhead budgets. 

To develop true operating budgets, perform an audit of how the aircraft 
are used and to evaluate alternative aircraft and/or operational 
recommendations would require one year. 

(B) After hearing -fro* the Interagency Committee for Aviation Policy, 
it would appear that a fellow-on project of developing and irplemer.t inc 
a management information system that continues tc adequately mrr.it c: ar.c 
document the aircraft usage is needed. This, too, would i count 
approximately one year tc develop and implement . 

POTENTIAL SAVINGS: Potential savings had been earlier estimated t* 
me at S300 million year one with minimum annual operating budget saviac 
of S SP million per year thereafter. 3 now relieve this tc be v*r 
conservative . 

A discussion with Lawrence B. Godwin. Executive Office: o ■ th 
Interagency Committee for Aviation Policy I1CAF) at the General Service 
Admir.istrat ion revealec that the government did not even accsur 
separately for the budgets relating to personnel transport or, nor 
military aircraft until four years ago. 2n nis opinion, the state 
operating costs do net ever, clcsely indicate the* true costs. 
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MARRY THOMASON 
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k« offered that the published coste nay be low by as much is t ne--m> ■ 
gajjl . Since the 1»»1 published eosts were SI, 017, lll'.JH, this 
indicates s potent is 1 vsrisnee of S> billion. 

Hy research beers out this supposition. Tor example, the Dept. of 
Agriculture sirersft operating costs equal only S3«S per hour, the Dept, 
of interior just $220 per hour and the Dept, of Justice at SIS1 per 
hour. These figures simply are not reasonable. They are too low 
considering the type aircraft operated. Therefore, there must be costs 
Which are not disclosed. My analysis and SCAT'S statements both 
indicate gress understatements of aireraft costs. 

I now believe that TRM can identify savings to the government of several 
hundred million dollars. A ver. conservative estimate would be $300 
million initially and $130 million per year thereafter. Additionally, a 
significant percentage of the aircraft operations budget would be 
shifted to private enterprise (charter) thereby improving the general 
economy . 

SUMMARY : we Snow that a review of these aircraft are warranted. . .the 
President believes in it. we believe in it and now we have confirmation 
that those responsible for these operations within the General Services 
Administration believe in it. Additionally, the budget savings have 
grown ft be statist ically significant. 

TRK is uniquely situated to perform this review and complete it in a 
meaningful time frame. 
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FAMIS 

initial 

Starr 
May 03 


May 31 

Jun 28 

Sep 30 
Sep 27 

Jan 07 
Jan 03 

Apr 01 
Mar 2t 


scope or WORE 

Draft 


Town 1 nr lias 

May 28 


Jun 18 


Sep 2< 


Dec 31 
•94 

Mar 25 


Apr- 2* 


•94 


Ta*k 

Develop specific definition cf 
operating budget and aircraft 
utilization parameters. Audit 
packages developed for 
implementation by GAO. Specify TRK 
computer software and hardware 
configuration for the FAMIS 
database. 

Meet with and train GAO audit 
personnel regarding FAMIS audit 
package and related information. 

Group I Agencies: audit packages 
solicited, returned and analyzed. 

Group I Report to Executive Brmnch 

Group X2 Agencies: audit packages 
solicited, returned and analyzed. 

Group II Report to Executive Branch 

Group III Agencies : audit packages 
solicited, returned and analyzed. 

Group III Report to Executive Branch 

Group 1 thru 221 Agencies: *12 audit 
packages analyzed relative tc 
interagency considerations anc final 
report prepared. 

Full report delivered to Executive 
Brsneh . 


jppmiiii 

CGE 882226 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


March 23, 1993 


TO: 


TECHNICAL SECURITY DIVISION 
U.S. SECRET SERVICE 


SUJECT: REQUEST FOR PASS 

NAME: Thomason . Harrv Z^ 


(LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE) 

title and office office of the presid ent 


Immediate Supervisor's 

Title and Name President Clinton, 


Location (Room No.) 


Tel. Ext. 2345_ 


Type of Security Clearance: 

FBI (a) Conpleted MC WORKIN G t HCIC CCH ID WALES Completed. 

(b) Other — — - 

(c) Waived — 


Type of Pass: 


Temporary Executive Office 30 Da. 60 Da._ 

Permanent Executive Office 


X Temporary White House 3 0 Da. 60 Da. 90 Da. — X_ 

Other: 


APPROVED BY: 


dl 


Craig Livingstone 
Assistant to the Counsel to 
the President (Security) 

lillllllillH 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

L MAR 2 4 1993 

March 23, 1993 

TO: FBI, LIAISON 

FROM: BERNARD W. NUSSBAOM 

SUBJECT: FBI INVESTIGATIONS 

SUBJECTS NAME _IlK>BflgP n« Harrv Z. SS/ 431-74-OSa4 

DATE OF BIRTH 11-28-40 PLACE OF BIRTH Bamtm. »R 
PRESENT ADDRESS . .A9P8 Ngellne Enclno. CA 91428 

WE REQUEST: Copy of Previous Report 

- X Name Check 
Expanded Name Check 

Full Field Investigation: Level I Level II Level lll_ 

Limited Update 

Other 


The person named above is being considered for: 

White House staff Postion 

Presidential Appointment 

X — 


Attachments : 


SF 87, Fingerprint Card 


CGE W2932 


SF 86, Supplement 


B snatKs/S pec la l Instructions: 


CENTRAL HUS AT FBI HEADQUARTERS AND THE 
FJIES OF THE IDENTFICATION BMTlDNJtir 
APPROPRIATE DJVPyTTt DATA BASES CONTAft 
NO IDENTIFIABLE MHHMATWN 


APfi 051 
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fOBWARD TO BOOH I OEOB 


MAH 23 i;?3 


THE WHITE HOUSE OFFICE 
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION SHEET 
FOR PERSONNEL ACTION 

rro BE ATTACHED TO POEM WUF-1) 


3/10/93 


— fl urry . Bi'lb DM IJ/ZB/jO. 

LociJ Addrw 

________ MM 431-74-0584 

L«n Perm. Addmi 4908. Noel ine 1 

Encino, CA 91436 


T*l N«. 8 -^60^5773 twtwr D an "V N Thomaso n 501 -2^7-455 jl 

Mtfiuas&fttnr G 51B|1« □ widow □ fopanted 

NflTM af gpocM Linda Bloogvorth-Thomaaon 


□ Diverted 


-T^X 




SS? ,,U *83 


□ S*A {Contort) 


□ OtW_ 

D«str«d SflktlvE Oai* _ 


Bocttf D«t*_ 


Oraa*^ 


ICUlitfyBttTlo: Q NO QTfli 

! Prior FMnl Owe Suvla « CinJto; gj N» 0 Y« MhDm. 

Cbwm OF L**1 PUm of dorrt- Swrvlo* *r C3H3l«o E»f Lajrr»«nk 


■UV. 


F*noon«l Contort lu Ckurwul/Lort CknrV. A*wcy_ 
Prior WHMa: 


W.UL “ 


CT None □ Ituplcjm Q Vjtotoif □ 8HA , 


TO M COMPUTED BY RttQUBgnNO OPFICUL 
□ VHAoMMLirt *5 WHP*» 


Q 80fl A 


C RORP**« 

Q VoloAMerPus 




■«— uif JiwwAmomJm] 


TO B£ COMTUmiD UK VOLrUNTEJUl 

htdnowi»dgtthatl)igptrtonnMl dataoAoo* 
ecnptuatkn or prowtUm oftuek. 


» *d lAfli / am i»L»(^nnj a^mpbImi wltWl 

March 22, 1993 


*o« cut it man boubs pkmonnil omcB ©JClii 

Pr»muEj»fj«pjBlswKJ ■ AKt*MEcopyuifc«»r* y _ 


WHNBlU) 


IIHIINIliHlII 

CGE 002933 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


July 26, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR: US SECRET SERVICE PASS SECTION 

f 5 * 0111 - WHITE HOUSE SECURITY 

SUBJECT: EXTENSION OF PASSES 

tim^period:^ P3SSeS for 010 foll ° wlD g individuals for the indicated 


NAME 


Exe*. Pag? Type 60 Days 90 navs 



AM-wes MU) 'pe-r^iLS. 

jpjns/QuMJL 


fefirrh irt(A/<s- ~n> oth&^l 
Ane ({ejKcTAQ 



■llllllllll 


CGFJ 002934 
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THOMASON ^Harry 'Zell 7/29/93 TWHS 



pg72-TAI 


A*d 3>^'rA |1 - s - ^ 

Xb OrneTZ. [MTX'J 


■IWSSMIII 

CGE 002935 
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777 





Y^°7 



- 3d -3 3 i 



Yl/J 7 -/- 7S-$Y 


\)0W 




/25V 

//" */-£‘o 

-?Z- - 


Vxt>V 


'p / # YM^/k'Yhj/ 
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T A K. INCORPORATED 

5i3-e7i-5<ac 
FAX: 513-67 l-57« 

TO: 

FROM 
RE: 

DATE 


BRUCE LINDSEY 
DARNELL MARTENS 

REVIEW Or NON-MILITARY FEDERAL AIRCRAFT FLEET 
4/6/93 


Attached is: 

1) A nemo to Harry Thomason which was presented to and 
discussed with the President in mid-February . The President 
indicated to Harry that this was a project he was interested in 
considering 

2) .A follow-up mem o to Harry's meeting with the President 
which outlines the proposal in greater detail adding the 
cooperation of the GSA's Interagency Cowittee for Aviation 
Policy (Lawrence Godwin. Executive Officer). 

3) A Scope of Work suanary indicating a one year time frame 
for the completion of the audit and recoamendation phase of the 
report . 

Interim reports could be issued in order to accelerate the 
implementation of cost savings. 


Subject to your review of this preliminary information. TRM is 
prepared to assemble and provide any additional information you 
may require to fully consider this project. 

Likewise. TRM formally requests the opportunity to generate 
this report for the Administration . We have consistently 
demonstrated both our capabilities and loyalty to the 
Administration throughout the past 16 months. Further, we are 
uniquely qualified to provide a report which can be implemented 
and Mi 1 1 result in lower government costs. 



CSE $B222? 
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/^CC-c/ CM, 

T * K. IXCORrORATID 
MEMORANDUM 

CINCINNATI: 313 -«?;-t 4 J 9 LOS ANSEL'S SlB-S 3 l-;f 

TAX TAX 90E-2f 

TO: BROCK LXNDtBr 

ASST. T-7 THE rUSIStNT, SR. ADVISOR 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

rXOK: PARKE EL MARTENS 

PRESIDENT, ?W.* INC. 

Rt; rAttlS iTcCtn: Aircraft Manager* nt information System* re 

DAT*: 4/12/93 



Based or. our 4/7/S3 rioting si your office* - r e r snr* r.di n 5 that 

Office of the President ir.ic iate on operational ar.d finncu: *ud. 
oil n-tn-wl 1 it ory . 

Tne specific purpose cf the audit will to to: 1 ) generate a ccnsi 
accounting methodology for federal Aircraft and perform an audit 
that mat hod, and 2) generate a report for the President, usir.< 
Inf or.'natior. cbteineC, that "ill list specific recommendations rega 
aircraft requirements and interagency utilisation. 

as you know* l have already r*t with and ootalneo the cooper at; 
Lawrence ». Godwin* Executive Officer* Interagency Ccmr.ltt- 
Aviatlon Policy* Oenorol Sarvicas Adninis teat lor. (think of 3 CAP * 
U.S. Govcrrjiwnt * • flight depart non cl . 

Th** Of f:r*» o* *.s» Sreatrtenl reads tor 

Ai issue on Executive Order empowering JCA? to perform tne 
This Executive Order is alnply providing the authority to carry t 
mandate 3CA? has already received from the zyjt .Circular A-12i; . 
will require ar. additional ranpouar allocation and a reasonable 
budget fer the audit. 

5* Enter into a consulting agreement with TW 4 ., Intcrpoxatec ::: 
as a 1 1 0 ison between jcap and The white reuse* 2) cevelop tn< 

•v*. horology vltfc 3CAP* end 31 develop the final isconwenUai J^r.j 
President baaed or. the obtained Information . 

In discussing tMa with Harry Thomason after cux n-eet i r. 3 , ho r.*. 
same synergistic opportunities we discussed. Such is, :e;tr 
single -engine aircraft production lr. An.-ici sr.d, -ith ar. < 
operational and financial baseline, we Lave the opportunity tc 
system of true Interagency use of our aircraft assets. 

This project falls solidly under the heading cf re-i: 
govvtr.rsnt . 

»*;eass sdvjse cur next step (ether than retting up a rotting v: 
Jwr..«a.m . 1 will it in its Angeles a/13 through «'21. I ar 

d: sposa ' . 


1111111111 

CGE 002229 
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C 1 MCSWAT 2 i 



T K K« J»»CChr©*AT* 

mjlrjlt thoxasox a A8ioc:mf 
mcmoxjlmsum 


513 -m- 541 B 

FAX 671-5761 


''A'.'// • <*•■• 

/." (jfi 


70: DXB 

rAON: DAAHKX.X, KUTKNI 

fMSIOCKT, TAM, XMC. 



RE: redeiil Aircraft Manayajaent Snforaatior. Syster. AE?©R7 


DATE: 4/26/93 


Maa KZ . Lind»#y had an opportunity to follow up on cm aMtin; 
of 4/7/93 and ay faxed mo of 4/12/93 regarding the federal 
Aircraft Report (copy attached) 7 

tlarry Thoiraaor. will bo at The Whit* Howae or. Tridoy and Saturday 

OX thla «ook. XimlU Mr. ilmb ey »«ui to »U.cdulc • tc.ll««- W p 

netting at that tl*c? 


• •* *" Cincinnati thla wook (phone micstrs eCovc). Please 

*dvi.ao at y««> e»nw*nl«nc« . Thanir yc*v> • 



J I 
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T K K, XHCOK* ©***■*» 
KXKORAJCDUK 

CINCINNATI : 513-8*»1-MI0 ^OS ANGE2.ES 

FA* 


8ie-sce-ssc: 

pa* eft* -ter *, t 


TO • BRUCE LIfW»8RT 

ASST. TO THE PRESIDENT, Sh. AOVISOR 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

FROM : DARNELL MARTINI 

PRESIDENT# TRM, INC. 

RE: , r Art IS (Federal Alrcrart wm ytw nt information systeit) wrw 


DATs;: 4 nif JS 


Based on our 4/7/83 meeting at yeur office# S «* recemnanding that t> 
oftlc* of t h* U(t.Ut.« •». npurfttioiMl end financial audit, t 

*11 non-military Federal aircraft. 

The specific purpose of cue audit will be to: 1) generate a consist* 
accounting methodology for Federal aircraft and perform an audit usi 
that mathod, and 2) generate e report for the President, using t 
information obtained, that will 11 at apecific rue onssandat ions regard! 
aircraft rsqulr omenta and interagency utilisation. 

as you anoe, l u«v« already met with and obtained the cooperation 
Learouve B. Godwin, Executive Officer, Interagency Committee 
aviation Policy, General Cervices l Oo ini otraties I think e£ SCAT so t 
U.S. Gove meant * s flight department). 

The Office of the President needa to: 

A) issue an Executive Order empowering ICAP to perform the auul 
This Executive Order is simply providing the authority to carry out 
mandete I CAT has already received from the OMB (Circular A-128) . 3 

will require an additional manpower allocation and a reasonable tr» 
budget for the audit. 

d ) anier into a conaultlny agreement with twj. incorporated lu: l) 
as a Iraasor. between 2 CAP and The Rhlte House, 2) develop t.ne ai 
rcthodology with SCAT, snd 3) develop the final recommended on* to 
President based on the obtained information. 

jr. discussing this with Harry Tliomsuu after out meeting, he noted 
seme svr.erclstlc opportunities we discussed. Such as, regeners 
single -engine aircraft production in Arverics and, with an sect 
operational and financial baseline, *e have the opportunity to eras 
eyateir. of true Interagency use of our aircraft assets. 

?n:s project falls solidly under the heeding ol re-rnver 
government . 

P lease advise out next step (other than setting up a meeting with 
Jor.noen) . 3 will *»c in toe Any«l«w 1/J3 tinuuyli 4/21. 1 «t 

disposal . 


CGE 082232 
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su-rn-too 
FAX: 513-17 1-$7«1 


TC. 

FWW: 

KL: 

DATE': 


mwcs iamtY 

PAXHEU. MAATEKS 
rESERAl AVIATXOA 
4/2t/« 



Art>c>*4 U iMMMzy of Um propmd «wdlt and rtoort «ich am 
acdUiCMl (MtiU . Tbla lnfoxMCion «aa (tMtattd ir. concert 
with I CAP of the CIA. 

Ukwist, we now tax w« the support of tne Pax Plight Standards 
Office which hoe serious concerns regarding the operational 
safety of “public aircraft* (non-military Federal aircraft) . 

I have completed some research which indicates an alarmingly^ 
nigt av^iitaui i«k> *xU4i< v**teln «f«nclM o t t W yt»rwn n t 
In sane cases an accident rate 3 to 4 times higher thar. the 
civil aviation fleet rata. 


-w* nj>«f«r,jniwl nldw of the prop^tad audit would identify those 
areas in which safety could he Improved. 


2 would greatly appreciate the epportunity to get together with 
you anU huger Johnson to determine if he is in egreener.t. Zf 
so. w» could set s timetable for the project's initiation. 

Please sdvise. 7lunu! 




I 
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rr.UF.RAL AVIATION managemcnt audit 


PURPOSE 

Toe iiuem of due audit is to fcncrax S report wiucli win: 

1) formulaic • rorillttne ocettun ting rnrsl iodolO D (cpcroiioaal and fiadneial) (or Federal airtraiC 
2, perform an audit uelux 10 at m oi h odoiogy. and 

3/ jeneraic a report for ine Precoeat. uuaj me mlurmauui ubtoined. mat win iut specific 
icconusertdeuons tcganbng uausif; lepuuerccno and ducngency utilisation. 


METHODOLOGY 

The Exacubw Branrb would empower 7XM, I m r ytrmfl to week ia concert with Ho. lmemgenry 

Commutoe for Ana non Policy (ICAP) € t ke Oeneal Services Admlnaaabon (CSA) to genenz 
IW wport Tw. two mum. TRM aad ICAP. have mtad toecther u make dm proposal to 
The Whiz Hot; re and each has rpecmc and rynergnta: uqmbUiiros lo inure Utc quality and 
completion of the audit and ripen. 

TRM end ICAP would dctelop the audit and ocro u n ni^ wcthtaluiugy fur dm non-nuliiaiy Federal 
cmafifleei Thispnxxas would require an (Til Tianti 

ICAP VOUlc aommister the octard audit fwruiue using individuals rtiwMwt no ICAP from other 
ajesefes and one inmt prime industry. A ftvr mtvnUi audit teem in enrinoimd requiring: 

• Team Conrdmstor Soarce-CSASCAP 

Org wiiaer. coordinate* oad nduasntrr rtr SMrraf Atuun'nn Atraurjumnu Ando 

• Finaarial Consultant- SntnenTRM 

Arvirwj and analyses agency financial srarcgicjoarfadnlg mrcrafi oconlnnon rcplcccmcn. and 
disposal. 

• Budget mild Accounting AjuIju. Source GSA or OMD 

ond analytes agency o>ianon operational Uudget and accounting data 

Iiwcipb OpcimtJorvi injector Soorcc»rAA 

Rrwrmfs and analytes agency operations manuals and systems. 

Pi in ci pic Maintenance Inspector Sourc^PAA 

Arvwrwj mmd mgeney •wmiiam ct wMinto and sy rt rm%a 


Then bjc prcKrmly 66 uiccwd ajdn turn (17 in Washington. 46 in Dir Cor.unr.rcal US and 3 
ouiiiflc me Continental US). Tho audit will require as ccticiaieD ) 36 audit day>. Tfci> pun ion of 
Vk repot i will require eight (R) menthj to 

Uely. TRM Wdl generate us vemort of Ute repeat to the ncstoait locutang on we uudceta ry 
ronsidcratibtts ICAP will genome the report focusing on operational and safciy issues The 
Issuance of the nna) report will require eta if) 1. 

Thrrclott. the completiun of all of the above will require »n cttHnuiad vh.vn (II) month 
Budgetary rctorrmentloiiom would be compkmd in line for incUiainn it neat .ears Fedsr. 
Budgac 



C G£ Beds™ 



281 


FEDERAL AYIA7IOX MANAGEMENT AUDIT (CON T) .'.JE 2 OF 2 

ASmCTPATHD RESULTS 

• S 1 SU million la ons-Uxnc capital afuww (takaod nk/ kiwrhfA of c^syngrt 

• SISO million in tm-gotaf operating budge* reduction*. 

• i mp roved utcmgcacy— eof igoifL 

• h np ovc ii safety. 

• SignlQcam aoqmxntor (ton c or parcfcase) ol new equipment (economic «nu»c^ ■ 

• Resun American projection o.' saagte<ngn»c high-wing aircraft — ji t \ lor ig-tcrn 

economic stimulus). 

• Solve a significant equipment cnxL fur FBI. Imcfka, Justice whe hjv: it i*ft which need 

replacement bat »o appropriate A wnriem mad* mpieocmem exuu (Se» A t. tbnvt-' 

• Establish • completed framework with which ICA? can contmir c vide the samr 

iofomittioB (enenirtS by the audit on a Wwj; -w mi tout fnrenuinuoa*. — r mcnijemem 

of the Federal aviauon adieu. 


AUDIT/REPORT COSTS 


Overall com are minimized toy allocating earning pcnouael torn various i pm et u> I CAP for 
the durtuon o! the sudJL Thera ore, a significant paruon of the cost* arc za r=reneniaJ - only 
reallocated for a short period. No new permanent pc/sonncl are required l zjc ~- - cr. the aodn and 
completion of me report. 


I CAT, whoie cum ct miamuacd through i 


. Mumuei kj cm a r 


Public S rcia/ Conmcur (U m*cks) 

Audit Team Expenses: 

Per Diem/Lodging 
Car Rental 
Aafrt 


s 


AvTf 



L “D 


Toul S!?l:c: 

TRM estimaies m coats ai 

Methodology development. Data aaaiytu. 

final repon development SZ:* /CO 

Software developme n t ; 6_*0) 

AArnttuintm Capper. JA.700 

Travel Expenses TT 

Toul ST?C 5TC 


Estimated Computer Hardware A Related Software (Apple) 5 V vr 


Estimated Toul Project Cot is 




Given the dir til economic. rviurn fur the ocat budget jew and every ysr itrorsafisr. the safety 
improvement* anDtipaicU and die eccootuic aumuhis gcriciaicd by tar m sresa ctiitoi provide a 
icium on investment in eaccas of 600 to 1. 
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TRK. 3 KCO»rOftA?Z 3 
NIM 9 KASS ~M 

i: s-***:- sc: -cs AssiLii 

*ax 

r o : bascs nnm 

hi 17 TC TMt F rDL’“ , S- JCVfSCS 

w>::rr house 

THOM DAXXTLL MAJtTXVS 

F?£SIT*LK“, TWt, 2 Mr . 

f£: FAk:s IFedcrai Air craft Kir.»|jkM.v. f c rr.at ter. 

:ate ' si 


rio Cr-s*: 


r>*s:tr P^r *>: 


E- ; or cur 4 / 1 /J 3 meeting At your office, J ar rc ;r=.?“=ar.; : ;.* ; t.s* 
if fire of tr* 7 resident initiate an cwriiicr.il fir.er.cia; audit c i 

all r.rn-r.: 1 itsry FoSeul lizenfl. 

7 he specific purpose of the audit will be tc: 3 ) generate & errs aster.; 
accounting net he Co fogy for reoeral aircraft and perform, ar. audit ts;r.; 
thst method, «r.o 2 ) generate a report tor the F resident. using the 
i:.f crsaticr. tit a a r.e o. that w*ili Iasi specific rcrc.tr^r.dat icr.s regarding 
a. x craft re 7 . 1 remer.ts an- interagency utili railed. 

As yr. kr.o.. 3 2 .*** ai ready ret mi ih and cctalr.ec the crepe rat; or. cf 
lavrar.ee E. Godwin, Executive Officer* ! r.t e racer.cy Ccmttee cr. 
Aviation Pciity. Generai Services Asnir.iatzaticr tthink cf 3 CA? as the 
V. 5 . Siverncar.t *s flight Oepa : latent ) . 

The Office cf the President needs to* 

A* Issue ar. Executive Order empowering ITAF tc perferv the audit. 
T.-.;* £.-eout;v« Oraez is amply provietr.g the autr.cnty to carry cut the 
r.rr.cste 1 Zh? ha? already reccivee free the Cf!S (Circular k-lZii . 1CA7 
fc ili :«gi:z* ar. additional manpower allocation anc a reasonable travel 


i) Enter ir.tc a ccr.su 1 ting agreement with 7 ».n, lr.urparctec tc: 1 ) act 
as a liaison between JCA? and The White House, 2 ) develop the audit 
•nethsdology with ICAF. and 3 ) develop the final racosEse neat ions tc the 
7 resident based on the obtained information. 


lr\ discussing this with Harry Thomason after our meeting. he noted th< 
sane synergistic opportunities ve discussed. Such as. regenerstin 
single-engine aircraft production in Alter ica and, with an accuxat 
operational and financial baseline, we have the opportunity tc create 
syster of true interagency use of our aircraft assets. 


?Mx preyed falls 
ervwrnacnt . 

7 !-ij« advice cur n»* 
.* .I.r.srr., . ; will lw 


solidly under the 

step (-other that: set 
*- Los Ar.gc iws a '13 1 


heaoi n 


n; up 

• z v.*gr. 


; oi 

a r.v-:t 


it- invent ir. 


ng with Aog« 
1 a* at you 


CGE >02238 



284 


2KC0»*O»* 

FAX : s:3-f! 1-iTt: 



LIIOSEY 

CA.KVZZI HAATEXS 
TEDERAl AVIATION KANACEMENT AU2I7 
4/29/93 


;•:* c.‘.c: it (uiaury oi tf* propssed »vdlt «nd reprr 
TRia ir.foiBAtion eer.eiaiea 

» ; r.-. ::A? c! the GSA. 


,h 3 :»** 

ronsert 


Likewise. -e now have tht support of the FAA Flight Standards 

• wr.t»^ has serious conssms rAfArfin^ ’ he oper aticr.a2 
iiiety cf-piiblic «;rerafc* (non-foi.li.tsry Federal aircraft) 

• }> 4WC - ^ e t ed sons research »hich indict!** **• i.ertin^iy 
r.igV. aciiJev. rate within certain agencies of the gcverrwr.*nt - 
;r scr.t c»se® ar. accident rate 3 to 4 times .higher than the 
ci*.i: aviation fleet rate. 



?.-* operational side of the proposed audit would identify those 
i ;cxi which safety could oe Improved. 

: erectly appreciate the opportunity to get together with 

yiu t .l ioger Johnson tc fle:«mln* If ha is ir. agreement . If 
, .. set a uaeiatle for the project '» mitiat ten . 


f >»?* ac-.*s 


Thant a * 



PUHIMI 
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FrnEft*i avution management audit 

;'.-S“OSt 

The in.-.-; of Hu* audit » e pns* • ftpan *Hiik *iU 

, . crnna ateoaoincr ** ' **** 

: ^v-rifrr-. in »uic m.-if ihai mexhobotoc . 

-. r .*r.u , reptm to to Praatost *1 *« obuuied. to: *.H I... 

_ «V,5!toi tortfrtmi- ansnfc «!*««» “* <*toA«a 


MVTHODOLOGV 

i.ecuove Brncl) would empower TRM. Inearponued => ~trt » «w*r. * r " •* tareipnc* 
c C— rate* Fo- Anauon PdIwt (1CAF) of to General Servt:e Atottiwaseti iG-A) is gaiuntr 
F.: 55“ TRW and 1CAP. hate .Oftto- - Mto to. Pt>Po»> * 

Hoa* and tcb to ipeciAc and upabUiuet id mm* tic Q*J.t> tt 

i*ccr.p!soon of the unki r^son. 

_, v , IV - )CA p oevtloj. to audit and n*ounung mediodotogv lor ihr oon.tnuieao F^tet: 
airera/t fleet Thu proce« would ruqure «u (6) •••fill 

1C A? would Urn, macs to area) aodn funcuon uang mdj.tooU Jllootoio 1C AP town otor 
mr. ox Iron pnvaar ndusr) A five-oMnbo audit tm otnvjMiod requirer* 


Socrae-CSA/ICAP 

’axiti“ev r dsnaics ond jdrencurrs of Federal Anosen McnagesnerJ A«Si: 


Turn Coordinanr 

n, s . 


rutarf taJ Coaiuluai 


SorsTRM 

, avJ )uloi ogexy finances: ’"**(*> tnclndmg msrredt ocowseoi 'lltemrru a 

d,s>-ial 

Buifr. and Ac.-ou.inni Arj)>c Scurcx^GSA or 0MB 

Arw-tur-' unolyrei «««».-> «***>* npcmiMul tmdgr. mo aceomung does 

Principle Opennoo. lnspeoor Sore-FAA 

Icvim ond or-awi agency aprraaons manuals and gysums 

pnnctrfc Mactisunee topoew. Sowoe-FAA 

Rroru i and analyzes agency maintenance nmnals and systems 


That us preumi), 06 aeiecto audit titu (17 is Washington. A6 m to Conuncual US ud 3 
Cti-f idc Uic CemunmuJ US) The audit will rtqDffr w eanm a rd 156 audit da>v Thu portion ol 
to refon wiD require ejgtu II) month! to compleae- 

L» 1 U*. TOM will generate tu vereion ol Die upon to to PremdciM locuaor on to budgetary 
ccnsiderauoiu tCAP win generate the report focusing on opcrauoitaJ and aalety issues. The 
m m r. 0 f me tmaJ report wili require ui (6s weeks. 

Therefore to ctinplctior. ol all of to above will require » animated eleven (11) months. 
ItuSpctl-.' Uv-on.mendaoonv would hr completed in time lor mcliuion in r.:»i *eais Fedrial 

pna 

CGE 002240 
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FEUZRA.L AVI ATI OS MAS A CfUP.ST AUDIT (COS'Tf PaGF : Of ; 

ASTICTI’ATTJ) RESULTS 

• $ 1 50 million m cwe-u me cz^u! mfusion (sak L\i salof.asehaei. o' equipmer.: 

• 5 150 in on-ptng opmung todgn reducoom 

• lrojrtwtd ia en ggc) toe of aircraft. 

• Improved a/cry. 

Sipu6cam aajuixrooc (kase or purchase) of new eQinwnent (aaooomc snmulus). 

Renan American production o' *uigle -engine biffc-wtng aircraft (significant longterm 
economr mmuJuS). 

• Sc*K-e a *«fni£k*nt cquiprrrni crisis for FBI. isorior. Justice %ho have asfaifi ahich neec 

rrT.iaccmrnt but no Ammean-raade irpiicssnem exists CS<r dot -point shove) 

• Establish a completed fnmrwori: aith which 1 CAP can continue to provide the same 
ia/rnn;Don generated by fSr audit on • long- tarn basis for continuous. oo-gomg m inapt me m 
of the Fedori nnaucc assets 


AlTDIT/REPORT COSTS 

Overall cost* are minimized by aJkranrtg existing personnel from various agencies id ICaT foi 
the ounmoc of the audit There f am, a significant peril oc of the costs art not tncrtmenol - otily 
naJkxated for c shon penod So nr% permanent persocneJ arc required id carry ox thr audit ard 
corrplenrr. of the r eport. 

1C AT. u-hosr mat rt minimized ifrc»agb reassigned personnel esunurrs ns coos at 


Pubb: Sector Contractor (}i areks) 5 65.000 

Audu 7p»m Er pcn aex . 

Pc Dem/Lodging 56.250 

C* Rena.’ 4.770 

Ariwr 

Total 5 198320 

TRM c • Urmia, in rose' a: 

Methodology development. Daa analysis. 

Final itpan development SC 1 4 300 

Sofruor dr«*e*opmen 16.000 

Adnumsxxjvr Suppon 16.000 

Travel Rrpenaes . -24JXfl 

Total S270300 

Evmuird Computer HarJvrr <t Related Software (Apple) S 30.000 

Latmaird Total Project Costs 5499X00 


Given the drcci economic return (<r tne next budget year and every year thereafter. the safety 
tmp*T>\*mczm annapwd and the economic stimulus generated by the rteommendauotts provide a 
return <n investment tr. uczd of 600 tt> 1 


IliliBIBl 

CGE 002241 
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CONFIDENTIAL . 

TKM, INCORPORATED 

HARRY THOMASON & ASSOCIATES, INCORPORATED 

<536 AIRPORT ROAD 
CINCINNATI, OHIO 43226 
TELEFAX NUMBER 513-671-S761 

TO:. r^i^cnT) DATE: sjiJ 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: 


FAX NUMBER: 


COMPANY: _ 

v] 




l 

1 


CITY & STATE:. 


NUMBER OF FACES INCLUDING COVER SHEET:. 


FF.OM: DARNELL H. MARTENS* FRESIDENT 
'rELEFHONB NUMBER: 313-R71-3410 


REMARKS: 

“Safe — 
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FORWARD TO BOOM t, OEO 

THE WHITE HOUSE OFFICE 
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION SB 
FOR PERSONNEL ACTION 

CTO BE ATTACHED TO FORM WHP-l) 
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the white house 

.VA£ rtlNGTON 



*002090 

May 12 , 1993 


TO: TECHNICAL SECURITY DIVISION 

U.S, SECRET SERVICE 

SUJECT: REQUEST FOR PASS 

name: P&BEEH^ft l LBE RT . 

(LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE) 

TITLE AND OFFICE OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 

Immediate Supervisor's 

Title and Name _ DAVID WATKINS 

Location (Room No,) __ Tel. Ext. 2957 

Type of Security Clearance: 


FBI (a) Completed NC WORKING 6 NCIC CCH ID WALES Completed 

(bj other 

fc) Waived _________________________ 


Type of Pass: 

Temporary Executive Office 30 Da. 60 Da. 90 Da.. 

Permanent Executive Office 

Temporary White House 30 Da. 60 Da. 90 Da. 

Permanent White House 

K other: TWHVOL (90 days: 


Craig Livingstone 
Assistant to the Counsel to 
the President (Security) 



APPROVED BY: 
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RECORD TYPE: NONE 

CREATOR: Catherine Cornelius ( CORNELIUS_C ) (WHO) 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 12- MAY- 1993 09:26 
SUBJECT: Travel Office 

TO: Michael R. Lufrano ( LUFRANO_M ) (WHO) 

READ: UNKNOWN 

TO: Clarissa Cerda ( CERDA_C ) (WHO) 

READ: READ 

TEXT: 

I have a meetin with Harry Thomasson at 10am this morning... to 
discuss the future of this off ice. could be over very soon. 


Kiaiini|ii> 

CGE 039295 _ 
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RECORD TYPE: NONE 

CREATOR: Michael R. Lufrano ( LUFRANO_M ) (WHO) 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 12-MAY- 1993 09:30 
SUBJECT: RE: Travel Office 

TO: Catherine Cornelius ( CORNELIUS_C ) (WHO) 

READ: READ 

CC: Clarissa Cerda ( CERDA C ) (WHO) 

READ: READ „ 

TEXT : 

Remember . . everything you send on e-mail is stored forever in 
the archives. Careful! 

But please call after your meeting. Good Luck! 


lillllllilllil 

CGE 039296 
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RECORD TYPE: NONE 

CREATOR: Catherine Cornelius ( CORNELIUS_C ) (WHO) 

CREATION DATE/TIME: 12-MAY-1993 14:08 
SUBJECT: Travel 

TO: Clarissa Cerda ( CERDA_C ) (WHO) 

READ: READ 

TEXT: 

I need to start' thinking about how you officially bring in someone 
to help. 


NON-RESPONSIVE MATERIAL REDACTED 


Does the White House engage in a memorandum of understanding to 
assist in crisis situation... 

Who would have this information... please let me know, Catherine. 


iHWlfllMll 


CGE 039297 
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TO: UM? TKCHMOM 

IMM: MMIU KAJtTIWS 

m: aim iwua nui cumim 

OKtti 1/S/M 


Utul»4 la • ttaHigr of *fcar* «* ora at U tha ttlu u«h rma 
chart** ataay. n* attaeaad maty a# fa* mot mi au at tin* 
Claa tine* I oaonot j»t pro** omythia| mmm la the npait . 
T an mil**. It ta all ba traa bat proof la ■! IOJI oowthiad ala* 
a*alB. . 

"a hao* contacted tha dot royordlag tha Ml rr‘r aiolatlona, 

-• »*• ooniaetln* a party Traaaurar to datarmlaa If IM'a aanara 
aa«a aubataatlal ftapabllnaa oantr lb atlaaa , •* aaa ta aaaala* a 
paekag* froa Miami He today «1C» addltlaMl Information an tbair 
anpariono* oith tba mu Hoaaa aaa. laotiy. a* ara try ID* to 
obtain aa aa-tAa-ranord oaavaroatlaa till tha ar-Mt aaploya*. 

AO* kaowa aaaathlnf la ap. Thay aaa b o a t ap aa Ala Advent*** 
•nano*** thay aall. ana It ***** to y** m** ahay •*« liiainy 
aoaatblnd? Mlativ* t* than* Seiko. I foal Ilka mj» aallaca on 

AA MlKHtM. 

Z Will tustbmi br tfnfy. *• «1m«U 

tumry with ittbitw ttiwm information by tha timm I ft to Loo 

Aaftitf a««t *»ifca»A«7 . 


lauc. . . 
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eON 79 DBNTIAl 
WWTB HOUSE Mttt CHMTIM 


THE PPIOPOAM. 

dm Om Myara awad to Bern Many tkqwmoo nan a noay ) «m o mm* Manana (by 
pftenaf matimwnaaHoiaaMMnotladloa^rpaABuiatahaitarapaMMrandthalbaaad 
an Hi mmjnpton ana H» no h u m Mgr Tb—w , M aMan d > M hwb*. Iwb. (TOM) 
MUM IM M «BiO «D oemoMi taMM MIMt HOUOB PfBM Owpo OhMOC tMMiOM. 

um om aiyam mm ««w anougn • paua oatnM Manana at tom at omo oan Bay Om 

« ra ^ubv irwpw*mM> 

the phone call 

Mr. DM traormad Ur. Manana m man mm no poaaan aontanaaon m pucmmim 
unoar Iranian TOM asue asm tna wnuo Houaa hu i O uaa and is rut oaala Na ikna 
m—nalng ma moaar. 

UMauunE tM TfM wm nM MomM M I uouM Ba 'SMoMT ar Mi Bun mm only ■ 
W Ohanoa of aomlne Bu B u a ao n . b u nut than mbs To ohanoa' at awrano tha 
buamaaa. 

OM aaotmad TOM I not man mm no pm paaa mat na aawto nar (at (hut apacaieaay 
Oadnaa to dhatoM m m»m pnoa ha anama atorM) or an apanaarBial ha lua not already 
TirtTtann T t n w la re. it uuuot Twaa uu Out iia laMM root 

eonaaoy a fair o rca n a n ( Ma nana. OM a A n aoma aoaa a mn * i »a al> lurmonoWnf » 
.Owtm na maOari- 

Manana mormad OM atatTOM pureMaM a much Mpnarmkimaot Manor hew* Ban 

ma wrtaa Houaa aaaaand mat ma a u yai a paarat couM Ba oatr c at ad m na varan 
Houaa Bua l ruM » Moat tu Boat inn pancuur vandpra » na Praaa Corpa- Purmar. 
Manana notaiad OM tM TTUd H Bonn at ■ MMt ona oponartBi hm aPcrM Baaad in 
Waantrgmn, lua Mend aupador to Rum eurerMy batnp uaad and ooMd ba oOlabtad at 
a rata oorrnaraeta and pMBaBly am than ft* cunaMy baang paM by Bu Praaa Core# 
Manana aoun anns DM fw Daaad on an mpm daaonBM ogAOB «• a pnoaraannoa 
a awBB M iBnatAiaAAatMrnBnapnnapa— AMauMnpaEaaanpM maa B h BBain 
ordart 

t p aat . DM a oarwu d Man a na 0 <n aura •» na paaanaay at pM*u aw WMa Mauaa 
buaBmaa. 1 tnaa Baan hara >1 y ana ana op ana haa aaaw it la r agiaca ma uah « 
a a nawa ta t apor roan yat aaundBuyoa. ran aawauau nor M a m a wanom your wa» 
H aa n in r. « you an attar at waaangoa. I mmmB Bo >abr»1 Outdo not BoPur 
maatno a apacM <M Bacauaa you m« not gal an BuMuaa.' 


Mifwit indU in cpcwiiMpn by DtfiolirtviiM^nQttivuvdll. 
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matt 


THE SOLUTION 
1) itintmun. 

..wa namiHBnmen « ne>ii 8 let iwawma Maun TianapemB en Paa anm a m tp oeniaa 
TTM/Alr Aavarug* wne «mM tytianiMBHir mma M* mitM torth* ban p«te*«a«v«« 
conMuMen Mr «i« H^rt n^MM mM»o« Banal Mllw pnM. 

M IMa mgr, tt« DM Av Mgwv Ualiaaa whMBb vraal amang aavani apanaan ana itw 
aquMmart Daai au«ad to ma m a rtin aautt ba aoq mad Mae, unSar Mi ayaiam, na 
aSagMana at awnapelaa ar t «»a il l a «a aauM ba mala aqaba* ttw Whip H a u aa 
TianaaaiMbn Daaamnart. 


9 « haat.. 

tmar at tna funonena Bang 
aaMaaa aquai M Daaa noar 
paaaaa to laauea i 

IMO^oaparjraar. 


T lM M bi n ilnn O a utm am ayaiatn in 
M TRUMW twiai a pa. ThM nmme p roMa 
■ MUranaaMBna at "anra langli* and m*a I 
ay a m a aaaaa tana a a ww auai a»a Bat aa n 
la aa a eaaidMlat) - an aNMad aaotnaa at 
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MEMORAN 
OF CA 


Prwtout aditi on» utabt* 



OF (Org 


|~~1 PLEASE EhONE ► 


5b 


| | WILL CALL AGAIN 

| | RETURNED YOUR CALL 


| I is WAITING TO SEE YOU 
n WISHES AN APPOINTMENT 



IjUnM. M'''’ 



6J I10 NSN 7S4O4XXJ6.4O10 ITW.MO FO™ « <»~ »•> 
tr U5.G.P.0. 1M2 312-070^0024 FFMR U CFR) 101-1 ’ 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON* I 


^ ( (VdsM ^ 
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TMR Memo 

CONFIDENTIAL 


WHITE HOUSE PRESS CHARTERS 


THE PROPOSAL 

Dee Dee Myers stated to both Harry Tho mas o n (personally) and Darnell Martens 
(by phone) that the White House was not tied to any particular charter operator 

and that based on that assumption she saw no reason why Thomason, Richland 
& Martens, Inc. (TRM) should not be able lo compete lor the White House Press 
Corps charter business. 

Dee Dee Myers was kind enough lo place Darnel Martens of TRM in contact with 
Billy R. Dale. Director ot the White House Travel Services Department. 

THE PHONE CALL 

Mr. Dale informed Mr. Martens that there was no possftle combination ol 
pnce/service under which TRM could earn the White House business and to not 
waste Iris time tfscussing the matter. 

Note that TRM was not informed that It would be "rftficuir or that there was only a 
*sim* chance of earning the business but that there was *no chance* of earning 
the business. 

Dale informed TRW that there was no price point that he could not get (but 
specifically dectned to dsdose at what price he obtains aircraft) or an operator 
that he has not already contacted. Therefore, what could TRM do that he could 
not? 

Certainly a fair question (however. Dale ottered the question rhetorically — not in 
an effort to discuss the matter). 

Martens informed Dale that TRM purchases a much higher volume of charter 
hours that the White House does and that the buying power could be combined 
with the White House business to lower the cost from particular vendors to the 
Press Corps. Further. Martens irtormed Dale that TRM is aware of at least one 
operator that has aircraft based in Washington, has aircraft superior to those 
currently being used and could be obtained at a rate comparable and probably 
lower than that currently being paid by the Press Corps. 

Martens again asked Dale that based on the above described possibility of 
price/service combination that is superior to the current operation, wouldnT just a 
simple meeting be in order? 

Again, Dale informed Martens that there was no possteiity of gaining the White 
House business. *1 have been here 31 years and no none has seen fit to replace 
me with commercial operation yet. So until they do. I will continue to handle this 
without your help. However, il you are ever in Washington, I would be happy to 
meet you but do not bother making a special visit because you will not get the 
business.* 
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Martens ended the conversation by ‘accepting* Dale's o tier for a meeting at a 
future date. 


RESEARCH INFORMATION 

TRM has learned that, contrary to Dee Dee Myers understanding, the White 
House Press Corps has been flown on a virtually exclusive basis by Pan Am and 
then *Son o( Pan Am* known as AHne of the Afnericas (AOA) • a charter 
operation made up of ex-Pan Am executive using ex-Pan Am aircraft. (AOA is 
now also doing business under the name of Ultra Air.) 

In the brief period between Pan Am's bankruptcy and Aitine of the Americas 
certification, the first half of 1992, other operators were used. 

Also, the White House uses American Trans Air for International press travel. ATA 
has long-range aircraft that AOA does not operate. 

Airfne ot the Americas is a Repubiean-operated charter aMne. The company ran 
into controversy during the presidential campaign when It provided press 
transportation without chargebacks to the prass in order to insure good press 
coverage of Bush campaign ap pe aran ce s . 

AOA wanted the flights to be considered a contribution but this was denied by 
the FEC/DOT subsequent to a complaint Mliated bye David Buxbaum of the 
Clinton/Gore "92 Committee. The uncompensated tights were dscontinued to 
the satisfaction of the concerned govern m ent agencies. 

This activity by AOA does, however, indcate a dedderfty anti-CSnton philosophy 
which seems, on the surface, to be inconsistent with the current Administration. 
Further, this activity had to have been operated with the full knowledge and 
coope ra tio n o! the White House Travel Services Department since all flights dealt 
with following President Bush. 

This could also explain, what TRM considers to be, the almost violent reaction by 
the White House Travel Services Department regarding the possibility of 
someone else coining in to operate the White House Press Charters. This begins 
to tall loosely under the heading of *Me thinks thou does protest too much.* 

Likewise, American Trans Air had been contacted by Darnell Martens of TRM 
representing the Clnton tor President Comrrrttee(CRPC) in April and May of last 
year. They informed Martens point blank that they had a irrited relationship with 
the White House and that limited business with Bush was better than no business 
with Clinton. ATA did provide a bid tor the business but the written contract rates 
and terms were tar in excess of those discussed with Martens in person-placing 
ATA our of the market. 

Once again, a company which made it choice and has represented that it dto not 
support the Cinton presidential initiative continues to benefit from its special 
relationship with Bitty R. Dale and the White House Travel Services Department. 

THE RESULT 

Dee Dee is wrong. The White House is tied into two operators (one essentially 
domestic and one essentially international)... operators who did everything 
possible (and then some) to get President Bush reelected apparently without 
the full knowledge and cooperation of the White House Travel Service 
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Department (at least the senior members who were presen throughout the Bush 
Administration). 

Using two operators semi-exdusivaiy is not M eg al It probably isn't unethical. But it 
is simply not possible that one domestic operator which operates only two 

airplanes (a 727 in St Louis and a 727 in New York), has exactly the type of aircraft 
needed tor the lowest possible price tor virtuaSy every domestic fight 

What significance, If any, can be attributed to the coincidence that essentially the 
same individual at both the White House and Pan AnVAQA have been handling 
the press charter business tor protracted period ol *me? Is it a matter of just being 
easier to call one operator? It ao. then the Towel Services Department is not 
doing its job. If its something else, then what? 

Further, why wouktnt the White House Travel Services Department be sensitive 
to the existence ot many operator s who have Inv este d heavily In their businesses 
and are smat businesses by most defini ti on s ? hurt ■ reasonable to assume that 
other operators could provide the level ot service required by the White House? 

With 20 years of experience in air charter and being the former "president" ol Air 
Elvis, I can state without equivocation that the operator and aircraft are out there 
and they are capable and deserving of some at the business. Why can! they 
compete for the business? 

SUMMARY 

• No competitive service/price bidding for White House Press Corps 
(WHPC) chattels. 

• Currert operator has only two aircraft: one In SL Louis, one in New York 
none in Washington. 

• Current operator attempted to provide tree transpo r tation to press 
covering Bush campaign appearances. 

• Current Director of White House Travel Services Department (WHTSD) 
must have been aware of the above aborted attempt to provide free 
transportation and took no subsequent action (Director agrees on price and signs 
the checks - no price, no checks) 

• WHTSD refuses to dscuss business opportunities with legitimate charter 
operators. 

WHTSD has tied Hsett to a specttfc d omesti c operator without the 
knowledge or approval of Administration oficiais OnckxSng Dee Dee Myers). 
WHTSD cfaimsihat price is otlttle s ign fc anoBSinoB press pays -but 



this 
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M-Bn* 

Mow.wnB.ma 

■j sow «y Tim S onom En d time 

0 ShSv T#n » 

212-355-3100 ok tor Son Warn, aka want 10 Me to you M02- PM* 

Sett 

0 cal Susan Thomases ToOo 

at home after 9:30 pm 


0 cal Mack Mdaity ToOo 

meeting tomoirow 

0 calOmMWaHns ToDo 

matting in tM momma 


0 cal Cattiaiina Cotnalus To Do 

re selling up a Oma to matt Hairy, laft 
a message with nar oft., someone m her 
offica said mat may would taps a 
message to her lamp 
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•l summary 
DavU WUMns 


n«a»B *T?" 

TuMdiy. M«v 11 . 19W. 


Tffi* 


Start Una End tim e 
9:30 AM 10:30 AM 


MadcMdariy 

Karan 

Susan Thomases 


E*mt 

2:00 PM 

3:00 PM 

Emm 

3:00 PM 

4:00 PM 


0 caflMrs. CSrton 

she catted at 10 : 00 am. 6266 


To Oo 


0 can Susan Thomases 
AT HOME 9 JO pm 


To Do 
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PgvWPO" 




Tvoe 

Start firm 

End time 

Tlw President 

Event 

8:30 AM 

8:45 AM 

Vine* Foster 

Event 

9:50 AM 

10:50 AM 

Catherine Cornelius 
travel 2250 

Event 

10 :15 AM 

11:00 AM 

Darnel Martens - 

Event 

11:00 AM 

11:59 AM 

David Watkins 

Darnel CCeWT 

Event 

12:00 N 

12:30 PM 

lunch 

Darnel. Hany, & BFF. and Steve 

Event 

12:30 PM 

1:15 PM 

see Vince Foster 

in Vince's off. with David. Catherine 

Event 

1 :30 PM 

2:30 PM 

meeting again with Vince 

BID Kennedy, Catherine, & David 


4:00 PM 

5:00 PM 


0 

call Vince Foster 

To Do 


202-466-6611. 


a 

call Catherine Cornelius 

To Do 


2250 in Travel 



, 710000 1 ® 6 




0 cal Patsy Ttomasson 3133 


To Do 
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DMNfteport 






End time 

The President 

Event 

8:45 AM 

9:15 AM 

Catherine Cornelius 

Event • 

9:30 AM 

10:15 AM 


0 cafl Mrs. Cinton 
2369-Pam 


To Do 


0 Can Susan Thomases 

in NY 212-935-6000 


To Do 
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— IZBS_ 


Sunum Em 


B vtnotFcanr 

B Mocpodby Davxfld. 

baton luncft wtol 8Unoy 


To Os 
To Do 
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0 cad Catharine To Do 

the audit started tn the travel off. 

0 Maggie To Do 

HR(5 chief of Staff 1660 Pam 
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; i sagan - 

0 cDCatwm* 

202-»5*-7560 lof fcxsry 


__M£JSEaa 

WfQnwty, 19. 1993 

Ike* Sunfn» En aiim* 


To Do 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHIN'fiTOH 


1001 552 


Kay 17, 1993 

MEMORANDUM TO MACK MCLARTY 
FROM: DAVID WATKINS 

SUBJECT: WHITE HOUSE TRAVEL OFFICE 

CC: Hillary Rodtaaa Clinton 

As part of the National Performance Review (NPR) lead by the Vice 
President, the White House Office of Management £ Administration has 
been engaged in customer service overhaul and an internal management 
review of operational functions in the Executive Office. Urged by 
Harry Thomas son, who had heard rumors of criminal activity in the 
Travel Office, and Catherine Cornelius, who had been observing the 
Travi' "'ffice for 45 days, we placed the Trr-- Office at the front 
end c_ che review and began an emergency rev . j this past Friday. 

What We Did 

On Thursday, May 13, we retained KPMG Peat Marwick to conduct an 
accounting audit. At the same time. Vinca Foster and Bill Kennedy 
began initial talks with the FBI both to ask their advice on how to 
proceed, given allegations of k ickbac k s and mismanagement, and to 
ensure that our review would not impede a criminal investigation. 
Catherine Cornelius, who had been detailed to the Travel Office to 
observe its functions for 45 days, briefed FBI agents about what she 
had seen, including copies of checks written to cash in large sums 
from the Press Reimbursable Account of the Travel Office. 

Friday morning, Kay 14, Peat Marwick began their review, which we 
described to Travel Office staff as the audit portion of the NPR 
review of the White House. Peat Marwick reviewed Travel Office 
records, procedures, systems and controls pertaining to financial 
management. Our internal White House interviewed staff to 

develop a log of their responsibilities in case a take-over of the 
operation was necessary. The review continued over the weekend. 

What We Found 

Although the final Peat Marwick report will not be presented until 
Wednesday, we were updated several times a day over the course of the 
weekend, enabling us to brief the FBI on the progress of the review. 

Peat Marwick auditors found: 

1. Abysmal management. Ho accounting "system" exists for the 
Press Reimbursable Account. There is a "seat of the pants" 
operation that keeps few records and has no control 
function or reconciliation process. Checks are written to 
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caan joy tne Sana individuals who endorse them. These sane 
enployees keep all the books. 1001 553 


Billing to the press corps is informal, undocumented and ' 
based on personal jedgementsl The press is billed on 
estimates, not on actual costs. (And these estimates are 
made by the director, in his head.) If the director 
believes he has been overcharging on one trip, he will just 
undercharge on the next. 


Unaccounted-for funds. Large checks have been written to 
cash, for the intended purpose of tipping drivers and 
baggage handlers on trips. In the 17 month period studied, 
j.7 -checks were written to cash. However, in 8 of these 17 
cases, Peat Marwick found discrepancies in the cash leaving 
the bank and the amount logged into the petty cash fund. 

The unaccounted-for cash totalled approximately $18,000. 


Follow-up Actions 


Late Saturday, we briefed the FBI on these findings and began 
planning a new system to replace the old one. FBI agents suggested 
they believed there was sufficient cause for them to conduct a 
criminal investigation but they ec>. ; ' us to have Peat Marwick 
complete their audit before the -FBI would begin further work. 

Our Interim Plan 


As a result of the findings, tomorrow. May 18, I will meet with the 
staff of the Travel Office and will terminate them, with pay through 
June 5, 1993. 


Simultaneously, we will reorganize the White House Administrative 
Office to include a Travel Section that will carry on the functions 
of the former White House Travel Office. The new White House 
Administrative Office will be headed by a (to-be-hired) experienced 
financial manager who will oversee the administrative, personnel, 
travel, telephone service and photo operations. 

The Travel Section, on an interim basis, will consist of : Catherine 

Cornelius, who will manage the procurement of charters and will 
coordinate staff travel through travel agency staff; a financial 
specialist detailed from another agency to implement Peat Marwick's 
plan for a new financial control system for the office; and an a 
administrative assistant, Chris Walton, who worked on the campaign. 

Temporarily, Worldwide Travel will take over travel services, as we 
examine the permanent outsourcing this function to a travel agency. 
We will develop procedures to request bids for this business. 

While our review indicated that the Travel Office staff acted as 
adjunct press advance staff on Presidential Trips, it is our 
understanding from Catherine that these are duplicative functions, 
overlapping our Scheduling and Advance staff's duties. We will 
eliminate this duplication, making sure not to disrupt any trips. 


This plan will reduce a seven person office to three people. If the 
interim plan proves successful, we will potentially save four 
personnel slots, towards our 25% reduction. 


CGE 017754 
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All Entry Exits for 05/10/93 - 05/31/93; L_NAME - THOMASON; F_NAME - HARRY; 

DATE TIME L NAME F NAME M BADGE. TYP POS L STATUS 

28 07:24:53PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A04S P A1 1 ENTERING 

27 06:05:07PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

27 04:00:49PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

26 06:49:37PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

26 01:48:15PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

26 11:52:43AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

26 09:19:15AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

25 11:56:56AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

25 09:09:39AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

24 06:15:10PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

24 08:33:50AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

22 10:35:44PM. THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

20 11:57:49AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

20 08:48:37AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

19 06:45:36PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

19 09:03:16AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

18 07:00:24PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

18 08:35:12AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

14 09:00:46AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

13 10:58:37PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

13 07:55:29PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

13 07: 55: 15PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 BAD PIN 

13 06:58:38PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

13 08:37:30AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

12 05:12:33PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

11 06:12:01PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

11 12:19:38PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

11 09: 17: 13AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 1 ENTERING 

10 06:20:34PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A1 3 EXITING 

10 03:11:15PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A5 1 ENTERING 

10 03:00:42PM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P A5 3 EXITING 

10 09:21:53AM THOMASON HARRY Z 34A048 P D2 2 ENTERING 


B 
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WHITE HOUSE PROJECT 


MISSION 

We have been invited to study White House procedures in order to improve the 
use of The White House as a tool for more dearly defining the philosophy 
programs and goals of the President, the First Lady, and this administration. 
There is general consensus that the manner In which the First Family chooses to 
use The White House will be a significant factor in how many Americans 
perceive them. Through the use of White House events, we hope to not only 
create a consistent trademark image and style for the Clintons, but also reflect 
their interest in making what is best and brightest in American culture, art, and 
entertainment both accessible and desirable to the public at large. 

In researching ways to use The White House more effectively, our methodology 
included: (1) Talking to personnel in each department, (2) Talking to people who 
have worked in other administrations, (3) Studying written information that 
exists on methods used in past administrations. 
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Over the next tew weeks, we expect to prepare several papers addressing the 
minutiae ol how things might be improved and a bible addressing how to put the 
personal style of the Clintons, their intellectual and artistic preferences, into 
events (both formal and informal, traditional and ground breaking) at The White 
House. However, we think it is very important !o present this first overview now, 
addressing some of the most obvious problems that need to and can be rectified 
Immediately! We are also acutely aware that any plans we discuss and/or 
implement will probably pertain to all aspects of the system. Therefore, we are 
addressing all aspects of the system. Our goal is not to inundate you with more 
bureaucracy, but to provide you some real and viable solutions, that will in turn, 
make your task easier. 

CURRENT IMAGE 

Current opinion on the image of The White House and the staff In general seems 
to be that It Is, in varying degrees, underpeopled, overworked, harried, slightly 
disorganized, reactive, and inconsistent in style. Now before you throw up your 
hands in despair, that is only one predominant perception, and certainly not the 
whole story. On the plus side, In terms of sheer human potential, our bounty Is 
great. Throughout our interviews, Inside and outside The White House, 
everyone commented again and again that this particular staff Is one of the 
brightest most Industrious, most innovative and loyal groups to ever inhabit this 
arena. Also, most Impressive was the fact that in Interviewing dozens of staff 
members over a two day period, not one person tried to blame anyone else in 
any other department for whatever was not working (probably a landmark 
occurrence in Washington fact finding). Instead, every Clinton staffer 
concentrated on candid but positive assessments of how things could be 
improved. Following the staffs lead, we now intend to illuminate the significant 
problems currently and commonly facing us and the most positive and effective 
ways of correcting them. 

OVERVIEW 

Ol all the factors discussed during our research, the decision to reduce White 
House expenditures by 25% appears to have had the most negative impact on 
current operations, this cut would have been acceptable had it not been 
coupled with new restraints on how public funds may be spent (restraints that 
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did not apply to the last administration). As a result of this coupling, key 
departments have been decimated, sometimes operating staffs only one- fourth 
as large as their predecessors. We cannot over-emphasize how much the acute 
shortage of personnel is adversely effecting the current day-to-day operations of 
The White House. This human deficit has led to a breakdown of communications 
between departments. The breakdown of communication has led to a 
permanent, reactive mode in which far too much time and energy is spent 
responding to daily crises rather than creating new ideas and planning positive 
long range, interlocking multi-categoried events. The breakdown of long-range 
event planning has robbed the President and First Lady of a consistent, original 
style and identity for which they have always been known. It is imperative that 
we now create an environment in which their very original personal style, 
innovative character, keen intellect, and sincere appreciation for social, cultural 
and artistic endeavor and achievement can flourish. 

We will briefly present an overview of each department in this paper and we will 
only mention the major items that we think can be addressed immediately. 
Frankly, there is nothing you can or probably should do to reverse the budget 
cuts. But while you are learning to function with what budget you have, we will 
be investigating an independent source of financing which, if implemented, 
would allow many of you to increase the number of people on your staffs, at 
least for the duration of this very crucial and defining first year. 

SCHEDUUNG AND ADVANCE 

A heavy burden falls on this department in matters of day to day r ^rations. 

It is one of the departments most affected by the cutback. Thr re are currently 
only four full time advance people (compared to approximately fi teen (15) in the 
past two administrations). 

The image presented by Scheduling and Advance at various function~-~»<l 
events is sometimes inferior because they are so overwhelmed by the number of 
events that they can only concentrate on the execution of the event and not the 
visuals. Advance is also getting very little lead time on the schedule because 
there seems to be a decision closure problem on events. Not necessarily the 
major decisions but minor ones that still effectively stall this unit 

■nwmni 



There is no slot for a receptionist for this department. This job is filled by 
volunteers and therefore continuity is disrupted. This is compounded by the 
amazing fact that the phones have no message center capability. 

Knowing that we are only hitting the broad strokes and will address minutiae 
later, we make the following recommendations for this department. 

1. Immediately install message capability on the departments phones. 

2. Immediately add three (3) full time advance people 

3. Hire one (1) additional advance person that does nothing except oversee 
visual concepts of the events. We would be happy to offer names for this 
position H requested. 

4. Other departments that create events should strive to effect long range 
plans and communicate these plans to this department. We should be 
seeing crowds of twenty and thirty thousand on the road Instead of the 
four and five thousand we are seeing now. The crowds still want to turn out 
but our lack of time severely Inhibits our crowd builders. 

5. Finally we should immediately hold a seminar for our advance teams on 
how to get the most appealing visuals from our events. This is one of the 
FEW ways we can use members of the Hollywood community. We are 
assured the best and brightest art directors and set decorators would be 
glad to devote a day of their time to this project 

COMMUN/CI ATION 

We have combined communications, message and media into one category for 
this preliminary paper. A more detailed paper will follow. 

These Departments also suffer from being understaffed . This point is most 
dramatically confirmed by the fact that this group has three (3) full time 
speechwriters as opposed to the twelve (12) that the last occupants of the White 
House had. We noticed in examining the schedule that there were eight major 
speeches in one six day period. To say this is overload for three speechwriters 
(and the President for that matter) would be putting it mildly. We also looked at a 
list of all canceled events of the past several months. They ranged from a 
canceled Town Meeting to a Union Station train appearance and represented 



333 


dozens ol wasted manhours preparing for these events. Since this staff is 
operating with fewer people, long range planning becomes even more critical so 
that we might avoid wasted effort 


We will repeat that everyone seems to have a feeling that we are unfocused at 
the moment I’m sure that everyone has heard this ad naseum and it deserves 
no further discussion here other than to say maybe the message should be. * It's 
the focus. stupfdT. 

Continuing to point out the obvious we would like to remind everyone that the 
campaign was most successful when large numbers of people had pertinent 
information. Richard Nixon once said that during the campaign everybody talks 
to each other but when they get to Washington they quit talking and start 
reading the Washington Post. Nixon was right, so quit reading the Post and start 
communicallngf 

It Is not in our Mission to suggest policy decisions to communication but we 
would like to offer the following items for your considerations. 

1. A representative of the speechwriters should be in senior staff meetings. 
Great and eloquent Speeches need time to incubate and attendance 

at these m eo C ng s wM give the speechwriters a much better overview of 
what they have to plan for in the long run 

2. Looking at past While House Schedules our group believes that the 
number of events the President is scheduled for should be cut by twenty 
five percent We know it is hard to enforce this kind of schedule but you will 
ultimately have to do it so you might as weB start now. 

3. We propose that for obvious reasons you add two (2) members to the 
writers group. 


SOCIAL EVENTS 

This department more than any other conveys the image of the President and 
First Lady. There is also no department that has a greater need to know what is 
going on. Unfortunately this seems to be the department that is last to get the 
word. 

CGE 00 1465 
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Of all the social events held at the White House there has only been enough 
lead time to send written invitations to FOUR events. This is the most damming 
indictment of the lack of long range planning. 

This department has NO advance people as opposed to three full time advance 
people assigned to the previous administration. The lack of advance people 
and the continuing habit of over scheduling the number of events leads to the to 
the East Wing looking more like a catering hall than part of The White House. If 
this continues, The White House wilt only be defined by the numbers ot events 
rather than the style and grace of those events. This Is not the definition this 
administration wants. Also the severe over scheduling does not allow The 
President and The First Lady the flexibility they would tike. 

Photo opportunities have gotten out of hand. Sometimes as many as two 
hundred people participate taking hours rather than the fifteen minutes allotted. 
You can not have it both ways. You either have to give the proper amount of time 
or be realistic about the number of people you can schedule. 

The Kennedy Center box should be handled under this Department in 
association with the Political Department. Much thought should be given to who 
sits in the box. Historically it has been used as a very effective tod. Currently 
people outside the White House think the box is now a liability since it 
sometimes remains offensively empty at important events. 

We offer the following suggestions. 

1 . Add two (2) advance people to the staff. 

2. Include the Social Director in senior staff meetings. 

3. Give the Social Director more power to curb the continuing over - 
scheduling of White House events. 

4. During photo opportunities, always ANNOUNCE the President rather than 
let him just wander in. Besides being more appropriate to the office It will 
save several hours of time per week and give more clarity to the event. 

5. Transfer the management of the Kennedy Center box to the Social 

Director in consultation with the Political Affairs Department 
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6. It is imperative that all department heads contact the Social Director 
BEFORE scheduling any event in the residence. 

CORRESPONDENCE 

The Correspondence Department is the most overloaded department of all. The 
mail is arriving at a rate of forty five thousand letters a day. This is double the 
amount of mail any previous President has received. So far only about sixty five 
hundred a day can be answered. Taking into consideration that approximately 
twenty five thousand are mafl-in propaganda pieces, we are falling behind at a 
rate of thirteen thousand five hundred per dayl 

Because it is so seriously understaffed, the department is in danger of having to 
destroy hundreds of thousands of pieces of mail that have not even been read 
much less answered. The thought of destroying mail quantities this large is 
demoralizing to this department as well as the First Family. What should be 
demoralizing to everyone is the fact that for each letter destroyed there is one 
more angry person out there who probably voted for President Clinton . It is a 
name also lost to the data base for the next campaign. 

Steps should be taken to increase the communication between this department 
and other White House groups. Correspondence is one of the White House’s 
most valuable assets and should be respected as such. We should also seek to 
build and use this data base in our image making plan. 


We offer the folowing suggestions. 

1. Add seventy five (75) Ml time employees for a limited time in order to 
reduce the backload of mal. 


2. Find office space to house the additional people. This space will probably 
have to be offsite. 

3. Include Correspondence in senior staff meetings. 

4. Special letters should be handed in a more timely manner. They 
should not languish on the President’s desk. 

5. Boost this unit’s morale and the White House press image by getting 
some of the more successful pieces of correspondence into the media 
stream. 


CGE 001467 
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FUNDING 

There are other broad aspects on issues of Image and Style that will be 
addressed in subsequent documents. The suggestions outlined here are very 
simple and may not seem significant but we feel they are the first steps that 
should be taken in order to Improve the communication flow to the staff. 

We realize we have proposed adding personnel even though there is no money 
to do so. Unless staff members have a better suggestion, we propose that 
Presidential Inaugural Commission surplus funds be transferred to The 
Presidential Inaugural Foundation which is qualified as tax-exempt under the 
IRS code. By amending the Articles of Incorporation, we could start an Intern" or 
"scholar^ program. These people hired under the program could then be utilized 
as needed on the staff. We have additional information on how to accomplish 
this task on file. 

Knowing that there are many places surplus Inauguration funds could be used 
we only want to point out once again that in our opinion it Is imperative to define 
the philosophy, programs and goals of the President In order to do that we must 
start with the small steps outlined in this paper. 


IlilllfflillHBB 
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June 20, 1993 


To: Cliff Sloan 

From: Beth Nolan li'' 


Subject: 


Chief of Staff Mack McLarty has received a letter from Republican leaders of the 
House of Representatives in which they raise 26 questions related to the dismissal of 
employees in the White House Travel Office. This memorandum provides information 
to assist with responses to questions 23, 24, and 25. 

As a preliminary matter, these questions assume facts that I do not know to be 
accurate. Moreover, even assuming them to be true, I believe it would be inappropriate 
to opine on some facts without knowing if other facts might also exist. 1 have therefore 
attempted to offer responses that outline the relevant law without deciding the particular 
cases posed. 

23. Was Harry Thomason a special government employee within the meaning of 

18 U.S.C. 202(a) by virtue of the fact that he had a White House residence pass, 

daily access to the White House, and an office in the Old Executive Office 

Building? 

Whether someone is considered a government employee for purposes of the 
conflict of interest laws is a factual question. First, the distinction between a "special" 
and "regular" government employee is merely that the special is appointed to serve less 
than 130 days in a 365-day period, and is subject to a limited set of conflicts laws by 
virtue of the part-time nature of the appointment. Persons who serve without 
compensation may be special or regular government employees, depending on the 
amount of time it is expected that they will work. 

As to whether someone is an employee, normally, we look to the presence of 
three sets of facts: (1) appointment to federal office; (2) performance of a federal 
function under authority of law; and (3) supervision (or the possibility of supervision) by 
a federal officer or employee. See 5 U.S.C. §§ 2104, 2105; 1 Ops. Office of Legal 
Counsel 20 (1977). 

Formal appointment to office is the usual indication of having met the first factor, 
but it is not essential; A special government employee, for example, is anyone “who is 
retained, designated, appointed, or employed" to perform federal duties. 18 U.S.C. § 
202(a) (emphasis added). A person who performs work as a federal employee cannot 
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evade the conflicts laws simply by avoiding formal appointment to office. Nonetheless, 
some formal relationship normally must be intended to meet the first criterion. See 1 
Ops. Office of Legal Counsel 20, 21 (1977). 

The second and third criteria-that the person be engaged in performance of a 
federal function under authority of law and be subject to the supervision of a federal 
officer or employee--also suggest a somewhat formal relationship. OLC opined in 1977 
that a person identified as "Mr. A" who "advised the President almost daily, principally 
on an informal basis," was not a special government employee by virtue of that 
relationship. It determined, however, that Mr. A's work on one current issue had gone 
beyond that informal role when he called and chaired a number of meetings with federal 
employees and assumed responsibility for coordinating the Administration’s activities on 
that matter. As to that matter, OLC concluded that Mr. A should be designated a 
special government employee, but concluded that Mr. A’s personal consultations with the 
President on other matters were not therefore converted into official matters. 1 Ops. 
Office of Legal Counsel 20, 23 (1977). 

It is important to note that the lines are often fuzzy. Bayless Manning notes, in 
his important book explaining the conflicts laws, Federal Conflict of Interest Law. 

In the ordinary situation, a person will not be considered to be a consultant- 
employee if he does not bear a formal appointment, is not enrolled on the 
personnel roster of the relevant agency, has no government personnel file in bis 
name, and has not been sworn in or signed the customary oath of a government 
employee. Other factors that might be relevant can be conjectured. Is the 
person 's advice solicited frequently? Is it sought by one official, who may be a 
personal friend, or impersonally by a number of persons in a government agency that 
needs expert counsel? Do meetings take place during office hours? Are they 
conducted in the government office, and does, perhaps, the adviser maintain a desk 
or working materials in government facilities? 

Bayless Manning, Federal Conflict of Interest Law 29-30 (1964) (emphasis added). See 
also OGE Op. 82x22. 

Whether one is an employee can be a complicated factual question, as can be 
seen from the above discussion. It seems clear, however, that possession of a badge or 
daily contact with the White House are not determinative of employment status. Nor 
would the rendering of advice be conclusive, since that may properly be rendered in a 
personal rather than official capacity. Instead, one would need to assess whether 
someone with a badge and such access was performing federal functions under authority 
of law, and supervising, or being supervised by, federal employees and officers. 
Assignment of an office in a federal building would support a conclusion of employment 
status, but it would not be conclusive of such status in the absence of other important 
factors. 
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24. If Harry Thomason was a special government employee, did his efforts to 
obtain contracts with the Travel Office violate the conflict of interest restrictions 
of 18 U.S.C. 208, which prohibit government employees, including special 
government employees, from participating personally and substantially in 
particular matters in which they have a financial interest? 

18 U.S.C. § 208, as the question indicates, prohibits government employees from 
participating personally and substantially in particular matters in which they have a 
financial interest. For purposes of § 208, the interests of any organization in which the 
employee serves as officer, director, trustee, general partner, or employee are imputed to 
the employee as if they were the employee’s own interests. 

Section 208 has some important limitations. It prohibits participation only with 
respect to "particular matters" that have a "direct and predictable effect" on the 
employee’s financial interest 

Particular Matter. "The term particular matter encompasses only matters 
that involve deliberation, decision, or action that is focused upon the interests of 
specific persons, or a discrete and identifiable class of persons." A particular 
matter “does not extend to the consideration or adoption of broad policy options 
that are directed to the interests of a large and diverse group of persons." 5 
C.F.R. § 2635.402(b)(3) (1993). Adoption of a general policy, or 
recommendations regarding general changes in government operations, normally 
would not be considered particular matters, although subsequent decisions 
implementing adoption of such recommendations might constitute particular 
matters. On the other hand, policies or operational considerations affecting a 
discrete group would normally be considered particular matters. 

Direct and Predictable Effect. "A particular matter will have a direct effect 
on a financial interest if there is a close causal link between any decision or action 
to be taken in the matter and any expected effect of the matter on the financial 
interest." 5 C.F.R. § 2635.402(b)(1) (1993) (emphasis added). That is, attenuated 
effects, as well as effects that are contingent on the occurrence of speculative or 
unrelated events, are not direct. Effects that are only speculative are not 
predictable. Id. 

Recommendation for changes in government operations, therefore, could well be 
a recommendation about something other than a particular matter. Even if the matter 
were "particular," it might not have a direct and predictable effect on the federal 
employee's financial interests, given the number of steps between that recommendation 
for operational changes and the identity and award of particular contracts. Direct 
recommendation that one's own company be awarded a specific contract, on tbe other 
hand, would fail within the § 208 prohibition. As with the question of employment 
status, the question is highly fact dependent. 

BMniiiii 

CGE 043212 



351 


4 

25. Did Penny Sample or any other person interested in obtaining contracts with 
the Travel Office violate the conflict of interest restrictions of 18 U.S.C. § 208? 

It is of course impossible to answer such an open-ended question. I have 
considered the following revised question: “Would one who is an officer of a private 
company violate § 208 if, as a federal employee, she recommended award of a federal 
contract to the company?" As discussed above, normally the answer to such a question 
would be yes, because one would assume that the company clearly would have a financial 
interest in being awarded the contract. If, however, the company decides not to earn 
money for providing the contractual service to the government, by not charging its 
normal commission, it is arguable that its financial interests are not affected. On the 
other hand, even when it does not charge a fee, the company’s financial interests could 
be directly and predictably affected by the employee’s action, perhaps because it 
undertook the costs of providing a service but did not earn its ordinary fee, or perhaps 
because it had simply used the contract as a "loss leader” that guaranteed it future 
business. This latter possibility raises issues of whether such an effect would be-direct 
and predictable. That is, determination of a § 208 violation would be entirely dependent 
on the particular facts, and would specifically depend upon the existence of a financial 
effect and its directness and predictability. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN PODESTA 

STAFF SECRETARY 

TODD STERN 

DEPUTY STAFF SECRETARY 

FROM: BETH NOLAN 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Questions from Travel Office Report re Harry Thomason 



The report on the management review of the White House Travel Office has 
raised questions about whether Harry Thomason was a special government employee 
and, if so, whether he violated any conflict of interest laws. This memorandum is 
intended to analyze those questions. This analysis is based on the facts provided in the 
Travel Office Report 

I. Facts 

These facts are taken from the Report: 

Darnell Martens is President of Thomason, Richland & Martens (TRM), a 
small, aviation consulting firm based in Cincinnati, Ohio. TRM is one-third 
owned by Martens, one-third by Harry Thomason, and one-third by Dan Richland, 
an associate of Thomason. 

Martens had done billing and consulting during the Clinton-Gore campaign 
for Air Advantage, the campaign’s charter broker. After the election. Martens 
was interested in helping Air Advantage and certain campaign charter carriers 
learn how to bid on the White House press charter business. 

In early February, Martens sought Thomason’s help in contacting the 
White House. Thomason called Press Secretary Dee Dee Myers and asked 
whether the White House charter business was subject to competitive bidding. 
Myers assumed that it was, and Thomason told Martens to contact Myers. 
Subsequently, Martens called Myers and Myers forwarded his call to Billy Dale, 
the long-time Director of the Travel Office. 
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Martens asked Dale about the possibility of bidding competitively on the 
White House press charter business. According to a memo that Martens wrote to 
the file following the phone call, Dale told Martens that he had served in the 
Travel Office for 31 years, that no one had seen fit to replace him with a 
commercial operation and that no combination of price or service could win 
White House business for Martens. (See Martens Memo, Exhibit G.) 1 


Martens mentioned the call to Thomason. He also called Air Advantage 
owner Penny Sample to tell her about his conversation with Dale. In that call, he 
discovered that the White House Travel Office had, for a long time, basically used 
only one charter carrier for domestic travel. The traditional White House carrier 
had been Pan Am. Several months after Pan Am went out of business, the Travel 
Office began using a new carrier, Airline of the Americas (which now does 
business under the name UltrAir), started by former Pan Am employees. 


In early March, Martens, on a trip to Los Angeles, told Thomason about 
the Dale call in greater detail. He also told Thomason that he had heard a rumor 
suggesting that there was corruption in the Travel Office. 

Thomason was concerned that the White House charter business was not 
competitively bid and that the Travel Office might also be engaged in wrongdoing. 
In passing, he mentioned to the President in late March that he thought there was 


1 The Martens memo set forth as Exhibit G indicates that Martens approached the 
Travel Office by expressing an interest in obtaining White House Press Corps charter 
business for TRM. The memo as a whole discloses Martens’ interest in opening up the 
Travel Office to competitive bidding, without particular regard to possible business for 
TRM. Thus, the memo refers to "operators and aircraft ... out there . . . capable and 
deserving of some of the business. Why can’t they compete for the business?" 

Both Martens and Thomason subsequently stated that they had no interest in 
obtaining business for TRM, but were instead concerned that the White House business 
was not open to competitive bidders. Martens also was interested in seeing that his 
friends in the industry be able to compete for White House business that had been 
closed to competitive bidding. The Report tends to credit these statements that TRM 
was not seeking White House business, and there is no reason to disagree with the fact- 
finders’ conclusions in this regard. 

Nevertheless, the Martens memo shows an explicit interest in business for TRM, 
at least in February, although that interest was apparently abandoned. Because of the 
presence of this expressed interest, this memorandum considers Mr. Thomason’s conduct 
in two possible lights: that TRM was not interested in obtaining business for itself, as 
the Report apparently concludes, and that TRM was interested in obtaining business for 
itself, as the Martens memo initially suggests. 
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trouble in a White House department having to do with travel, but did not give 
the President any details. - 



At the end of April, Thomason returned to Washingtoa He had been 
asked to consult on the staging of presidential events and was provided with an 
access pass of the kind issued to staff, allowing him open passage throughout the 
White House complex. He was permitted temporary use of an office in the East 
Wing. 


On May 1, at the White House Correspondents Association Dinner, 
Thomason heard George Condon, President of the Correspondents Association, 
address the growing expense to the press of travelling on Presidential trips, a 
particular problem for smaller news agencies. Thomason viewed the no-bid 
practices of the Travel Office as part of the problem. 

On May 10, Thomason asked Watkins about the status of the Travel 
Office. Watkins said he had placed [Catherine] Cornelius in the Travel Office 
and, following his meeting with Thomason, called Cornelius to ask her to meet 
with Thomason. Thomason asked Martens to fax his February memo to the 
White House. 


On May 12, . . . Cornelius met with Thomason. They discussed their 
respective concerns about the Travel Office and concluded that persons there 
might be engaged in wrongdoing. 

Following their meeting, Thomason and Cornelius met with Watkins to 
report their suspicions. Martens, who was in Washington at the time, joined the 
meeting and recounted his conversation with Dale. 

In the early afternoon of May 12, Watkins set up a meeting with Deputy 
White House Counsel Vincent Foster. Watkins was accompanied by Cornelius 
and Thomason. (The meeting reconvened later that day, at which time Associate 
Counsel William Kennedy was designated to identify a course of action to pursue 
the allegations of financial mismanagement.] 


On May 13 and 14, Thomason, Cornelius and [Jell] Eller urged that the 
Travel Office matter be dealt with promptly. At a meeting of Thomason and 
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Cornelius on the morning of May 13, Eller had been called to give guidance on 
handling the press. ... 

II. Employment Status 

The first question that has arisen is whether Mr. Thomason was a special government 
employee. The answer to this question is not certain. It is possible, however, that Mr. 
Thomason was a special government employee during April and May. of this year. 

A volunteer or uncompensated consultant or other person who is not a full-time 
government employee may nonetheless be considered an employee for purposes of the 
conflict of interest laws. The conflict of interest statutes define a special government 
employee as ’an officer or employee of the executive or legislative branch of the United 
States . . . who is retained, designated, appointed, or employed to perform, with or 
without compensation, for not to exceed one hundred and thirty days during any period 
of three hundred and sixty-five consecutive days, temporary duties either on a full-time 

or intermittent basis ■ 18 U.S.C § 202(a). The term ’employee’ itself is not defined 

by the conflict of interest statutes (or elsewhere in title 18). For this reason, the 
definition of employee found in title 5 of the United States Code is frequently the 
starting point for analyzing whether the conflict of interest laws apply to a particular 
person. See OGE Op. 82x22; Federal Personnel Manual, Ch. 304-1-4. 

Title 5 offers three criteria by which employment status is judged: (1) appointment to 
federal office; (2) performance of a federal function under authority of law, and (3) 
supervision by a federal officer or employee. See 5 U.S.G §§ 2104, 2105; 1 Ops. Office 
of Legal Counsel 20 (1977); OGE Op. 82x22. These criteria provide guidance for 
deciding whether someone is a government employee for purposes of the conflict of 
interest laws, but because they are only guideposts, they are not conclusive. 

Formal appointment to office by a federal officer is the usual indication of having met 
the first criterion. Formal appointment is not essential, however; a person who performs 
work as a federal employee cannot evade the conflicts laws simply by avoiding formal 
appointment to office. Nonetheless, some formal relationship normally must exist See 1 
Ops. Office of Legal Counsel 20, 21 (1977). Bayless Manning notes, in his important 
book explaining the conflicts laws, Federal Conflict of Interest Law. 

In the ordinary situation, a person will not be considered to be a 
consultant-employee if he does not bear a formal appointment is not 
enrolled on the personnel roster of the relevant agency, has no government 
personnel file in his name, and has not been sworn in or signed the 
customary oath of a government employee. Other factors that might be 
relevant can be conjectured. Is the person’s advice solicited frequently? Is it 
sought by one official, who may be a personal friend, or impersonally by a 
number of persons in a government agency that needs expert counsel? Do 
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meetings take place during office hours? Are they conducted in the 
government office, and does, perhaps, the adviser maintain a desk or working 
materials in government facilities ? 

Bayless Maiming, Federal Conflict of Interest Law 30 (1964) (emphasis added). See also 
OGE Op. 82x22. 

The second and third criteria— that the person be engaged in performance of a federal 
function under authority of law and be subject to the supervision of a federal officer or 
employee— also suggest a formal relationship. That is, outsiders may render personal 
advice from time to time, without thereby being convened to special government 
employees. Moreover, they may advise not as individuals providing independent advice 
to the government but rather as representatives of outside interests; when this is the 
case, they are not expected to render impanial advice and therefore are not subject to 
the conflict of interest laws. 1 Finally, they may be independent contractors, rather than 
employees, and thus not subject to the conflict of interest laws. 3 

If a person is deemed to be a de facto employee, a second question is whether he or she 
is special or regular." Persons who serve without compensation may be special or 
regular government employees, depending on the amount of time it is expected that they 
will serve. A special government employee is one who is appointed to serve less than 
130 days in a 365-day period. By virtue of that designation, a special government 
employee is subject to a more limited set of conflicts laws than is a regular employee. 

In 1977, the Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice (OLC) opined that a 
person identified as "Mr. A" who "advised the President almost daily, principally on an 


OGE Op. 82x22 ("of the persons . . . who serve the Government temporarily or 
intermittently, only those who do so in an independent capacity are its employees"); 
Federal Personnel Manual, Ch. 735, App. C, at 4 ("A consultant or adviser whose advice 
is obtained by an agency from time to time because of his individual qualifications and 
who serves in an independent capacity is an officer or employee of the Government. On 
the other hand, one who is requested to appear before a Government agency to present 
the views of a nongovernmental organization or group which he represents, or for which 
be is in a position to speak, does not act as a servant of the Government and is not its 
officer or employee."). 

[Ijf a person is hired to conduct a study using his own judgment and resources and 
then turn over the end product to the agency, be would probably be regarded as an 
independent contractor. On the other hand, if a person works on Government premises 
under the direction of Government personnel and performs work of a kind normally 
handled by Government employees, he is probably an employee." 1 Ops. Office of Legal 
Counsel 20, 21 (1977). 6 
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informal basis," was not a special government employee by virtue of that relationship. 1 
Ops. Office of Legal Counsel 20, 22 (1977). OLC emphasized that "given the largely 
personal relationship between the President and Mr. A, apparently based on mutual 
respect rather than an assignment of duties, it seems doubtful that Mr. A ordinarily 
consults with the President under the latter’s supervision, direction, or control as that 
concept is applied in the conflict-of-interest and similar laws or engaged in the type of 
work ordinarily performed by Government employees." IcL at 21-22. OLC determined, 
however, that Mr. A’s work on one current issue had gone beyond that informal role 
when he c alled and chaired a number of meetings with federa l employees and a ssumed 
responsi bility for coordinating the Administration’s activities on that matter. As to that 
"matter, OLC concluded that Mr. A should be designated a special government employee. 
IcL at 23. OLC did not conclude, however, that Mr. A's personal consultations with the 
President on other matters were also thereby converted into official mattersTTa. 

The OLC opinion is useful in considering Mr. Thomason’s employment status, although 
also not conclusive. The Report recites facts that could support a conclusion that de 
facto appointment and employment occurred: Mr. Thomason was asked to advise on the 
staging of presidential events, was provided a badge, and was given temporary office 
space. Without knowing more about how he was asked to provide the advice and the 
conditions under which he reported his views to federal employees, however, it is 
impossible to be certain whether Mr. Thomason was a special government employee. 

Mr. Thomason clearly has a personal relationship with the President that permitted him 
to provide informal advice of a personal nature. It is simply unclear whether his 
"assignment" on the staging of presidential events was an assignment of a nature that led 
to de facto appointment and to carrying out federal functions under the supervision of 
federal employees. The clear indicia present with Mr. A— calling and chairing meetings 
with federi employees and coordinating Administration activities on a matter-are not 
present in this case. 

As can be seen from the OLC opinion, the rendering of advice to the President or even 
White House staff members is not conclusive of employment, because advice may 
properly be rendered in a personal rather than official capacity. Possession of a badge 
and even daily contact with the White House also are not determinative of employment 
status, but someone with a badge and such access who is performing federal functions 
under authority of law, and under the supervision of federal employees and officers, 
would normally have such status. Temporary assignment of an office in a federal 
building could support a conclusion of employment status, but there may be occasions 
when someone is offered temporary space but is not an employee. The facts must be 
viewed as a whole. 

When viewed as a whole, the facts revealed in the Report could support a conclusion 
that Mr. Thomason was an uncompensated consultant with the status of a special 
government employee, by virtue of his assignment to consult on the staging of 
presidential events. Under this view, Mr. Thomason’s consulting on that one matter 
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went beyond providing personal advice to the President or others. On the other hand, it 
is possible that Mr. Thomason had access to the White House as triend and personal 
adviser to the President and that even his advice on staging events was personal rather 
than official It is in fact difficult to determine exactly which categoty Mr. Thomason 
fits, but in light of the particular assignment he received, i t seems prudent to proceed 
under the assumption that he attained special government employee status for the 
purpose of that assignment. That is, the matter is not free from doubt, and we should 
proceed to analyze Mr. Thomason's conduct as if he were a government employee. 


If Mr. Thomason had employment status, it is undoubtedly as a special government 
employee. The assignment undoubtedly was a temporary one that was not expected to 
exceed 130 days actually worked. 


Moreover, if Mr. Thomason was a special government employee, it appears that he was 
one only for purposes of consulting on the staging of presidential events. The Report 
indicates that Mr. Thomason commented several times on the status of the Travel Office 
to various persons in the White House, and attended several meetings addressing the 
Office, but these facts do not necessarily lead to a conclusion that Mr. Thomason had 
been given an assignment to work on Travel Office matters, or that he otherwise had 
official authority with respect to the Travel Office. He started out, in essence, as an 
"officious interloper," whose advice was not officially sanctioned. It appears that once he 
provided information about the Travel Office, the information was conveyed to several 
government employees, sometimes at the request of other government employees. Even 
so, the role he played is not inconsistent with the role of a private person providing 
personally held knowledge apd views to government officials. Mr. Thomason does not 
appear to have been assigned official responsibilities with respect to the Travel Office, or 
otherwise to have performed as a consultant or employee. 

The Office of Government Ethics has addressed this kind of situation: 

A Federal official may occasionally receive unsolicited, informal 
advice from an outside individual or group of individuals regarding a 
particular matter or issue of policy that is within his official responsibility. 

Or he may himself bring up an agency matter or policy issue informally 
with one or more outsiders in order to obtain their views. An incident of 
this sort sometimes prompts the inquiry whether the outsiders have 
becomes SGE's of the agency. In general the answer is that they have not, 
for they are not possessed of appointments as employees nor do they 
perform a Federal function. 


However, as so often happens in considering the applicability of the 
conflict-of-interest laws, a generality is insufficient here and a caveat is in _ 
order. An official should not hold informal meetings more or less regularly) 
with a nonfederal individual or group of individuals for the purpose of 
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obtaining information or advice for the conduct of his office. If he does so, 
he may invite the argument that willy-nilly he has brought them within the 
range of 18 U.S.C. §§ 202-209. 

OGE Op. 82x22. 

There is no question that^he argument has been raised that Mr. Thomason was a special 

government employee tor purposes of the Travel Office consideration. Although this 

argument does not appear to be justified in light of the law and facts, in the interests of 
full analysis of possible conflicts, this memorandum will consider possible conflicts of 
interest assuming arguendo that Mr. Thomason also attained special government 
employee status with respect to the Travel Office. As with his assignment with respect 
to the staging of presidential events, that status would have been attained sometime in 
late April or early May, when he attended several White House meetings on the subject. 

III. Application to the Conflict of Interest Laws 

If Mr. Thomason was not a special government employee, no question of a violation of 
the conflict of interest laws arises because he would not have been subject to those laws. 
On the other hand, if he was a special government employee, then we must assess 
whether there were violations of applicable laws. Two statutes are considered: 18 
U.S.C. § 205, the representation statute, and § 208, the financial interest statute. 

A. 18 U.S.C. § 205 

Section 205 prohibits a federal employee from personally representing another before a 
federal agency, with or without compensation. Specifically, § 205 prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as "agent or attorney" for anyone before any federal agency in 
connection with any particular matter in which the U.S. is a party or has a direct and 
substantial interest 4 Its application is limited, however, in the case of special 
government employees. First, special government employees may not represent anyone 
in any particular matter involving specific parties in which they also participate 
personally and substantially in their capacities as government employees. Second, after a 
special government employee actually works 60 days (counting each part of a day as a 
day), the representational limitation applies to all particular matters involving specific 
parties pending in the employee’s agency, whether or not the employee participates for 
the government in such matters. 

That is, § 205 recognizes that special government employees may continue to represent 
the interests of others before the government, which regular employees may not do. The 


4 Section 205 also has a prohibition on assisting in the prosecution of claims against 
the United States, but there is no issue here of a claim against the United States. 
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statute limits those representations only with respect to particular matters involving 
specific parties (1) in which the employee participate personally and substantially as part 
of his official responsibilities; and (2) after 60 days of actual service, that are pending 
before the employee’s agency. 

1. If Mr. Thomason Were a Special Government Employee Only for 
the Staging of Presidential Events 

If Mr. Thomason were an employee by virtue of his assignment to consult on the staging 
of presidential events, the interests of TRM an d Mr. M artens-even understood in their 
most damaging light as interests in ultimately( g6taining > White House Travel Office 
businesi through competitive bidding-were not the same matter on which Mr. Thomason 
was working in an official capacity. 

Second, Mr. Thomason began this assignment in late April. His service therefore could 
not have extended to the 60-day mark necessary to trigger the prohibition on acting as 
agent or attorney in a particular matter involving specific parties before his agency. 

2. If Mr. Thomason Were a Special Government Employee for the 
Travel Office Matter 


Section 205's limitation for special government employees to particular matters involving 
specific parties excludes from its coverage general policy decisions. That is. 


Such a matter typically involves a specific proceeding affecting the legal 
rights of the parties or an isolatable transaction or related set of 
transactions between identifiable parties. Rulemaking, legislation, the 
formulation of general policy, standards or objectives, or other action of 
general application is not such a matter. 

5 C.F.R. § 2637.201(c) (1993) (interpreting same statutory language, but for 18 U.S.C § 
207). 


On the one hand, the Travel Office decisions were general policy decisions involving 
consideration of how to structure an Office and whether to open the business up to 
competitive bidding. Since no particular airline contract was at stake, Mr. Thomason 
_could be said not to have participated in a particular matter involving specific parties. 

On the other hand, if his assignm ent included providing advice on the firing of the 
Travel Office staff that would appear to be a particular matter involving specific parties. 
There is no indication he ever made representations before federal officers on behalf of 
_TRM or Martens with respect to that assignment, however. The representations, if they 
occurred, seem to have been earlier-in February-when Mr. Thomason could not be said 
to hav^been given an official assignment with respect to the Travel Office and when the 
matvdr, in any event, involved general considerations of Travel Office structure, not 
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specific parties. Even Martens' asserted interest in obtaining TRM business at that time 
was expressed in the context of opening up travel charters to competitive bidding-a 
policy decision that would not constitute a specific party matter. 


As with the presidential events assignment, there is no indication that Mr. Thomason 
could have spent 60 days on any conceivable Travel Office assignment, so the second 
prong of § 205 would not apply. 


B. • 18 U.S.C. § 208 

Section 208 prohibits government employees from officially participating personally and 
substantially in particular matters in which they have a financial interest. For purposes 
of § 208, the interests of an employee’s general partner, as well as the interests of any 
organization in which the employee serves as officer, director, trustee, general partner, or 
employee, are imputed to the employee as if they were the employee’s own interests. 
Section 208 applies equally to regular and special government employees. 

1. If Mr. Thomason Were a Special Government Employee Only for 
the Staging of Presidential Events 

Section 208 is a prohibition on official participation by an employee in matters in which 
he or she has a financial interest. 3 Mr. Thomason’s assignment to advise on the staging 
of presidential events does not therefore raise a § 208 question with respect to the 
Travel Office. Only official participation in a matter can bring someone within tbe scope 
of § 208. 


2. If Mr. Thomason Were a Special Government Employee for the 
Travel Office Matter 

Even assuming arguendo that Mr. Thomason had official responsibility for the Travel 
Office-an assumption that appears unwarranted under the facts and law— 5 208 has some 
important limitations. It prohibits participation only with respect to 'particular matters' 
that have a 'direct and predictable effect' on the employee’s financial interest. 

Particular Matter. "The term particular matter encompasses only matters that involve 
deliberation, decision, or action that is focused upon the interests of specific persons, or 
a discrete and identifiable class of persons." A particular matter "does not extend to the 


3 See Manning, supra, at 1 17 (§ 208 forbids " a government employee who has an 
economic interest in an outside private entity to act for the federal government in dealings 
with that entity") (emphasis added); Federal Personnel Manual, Ch. 735, App. C (5 208 
"prevents a Government employee from participating as such in a particular matter in 
which, to his knowledge, he ... has a financial interest") (emphasis added). 
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consideration or adoption of broad policy options that are directed to the interests of a 
large and diverse group of persons." S C.F.R. § 2635.402(b)(3) (1993). 

Adoption of a general policy, or recommendations regarding general changes in 
government operations normally would not be considered particular matters. Subsequent 
decisions implementing adoption of such recommendations might constitute particular 
matters. Policies or operational considerations affecting a discrete group normally would 
be considered particular matters. 1 


Direct and Predictable Effect. "A particular matter will have a direct effect on a financial 
interest if there is a close causal link between any decision or action to be taken in the 
matter and any expected effect of the matter on the financial interest." 5 C.F.R. § 
2635.402(b)(1) (1993) (emphasis added). That is, attenuated effects, as well as effects 
that are contingent on the occurrence of speculative or unrelated events, are not direct. 
Effects that are only speculative are not predictable. Id. 


’-Il 


Even if Mr. Thomason were said to have been a special government employee for 
purposes of the Travel Office matter, and assuming that the matter constituted a 
particular matter for purposes of § 208, it does not appear to have been a matter that 
could be said to have a direct and predictable effect on his financial interests. A 
number of steps would have been required between the recommendation for operational 
changes-whether the recommendation is understood as opening up the Office to 
competitive bidding, firing the existing employees, or some combination thereof--and the 
identity and award of particular contracts that could have a financial effect on 
Thomason, Martens, or TRM. 


rv. Application to the Standards of Conduct 

(A late Saturday thought: I should probably address the standards, particularly the 
appearance standard, and the use of public office for private gain.] 

V. Conclusion 


Harry Thomasonfjna y have been ) a special government employee with respect to the 
assignment he was given to consult on staging presidential events, but this did not 
convert him into a special government employee for other matters, including the Travel 
Office. Even if we assume that he was a special government employee for the Travel 
Office matter, his behavior did not violate 18 U.S.C. § 205 or § 208. 


Nonetheless, it should be noted that we would normally recommend that a special 
government employee avoid even personal advice to government employees about any 
matters in which the special government employee, his firm, or any of his partners, are 
involved, during the period of government service. This recommendation is designed to 
avoid just the kind of unfortunate appearances that arose in this matter. Such 
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appearances may impair public confidence in the integrity of government services, cast a 
cloud over the merits of government decisions, and consume vast amounts of. government 
time as their effects are addressed. All of these consequences have been felt in this 
matter. But to say that Hariy Thomason, or White House staff members who listened to 
his concerns about the Travel Office, should have been more attentive to the 
appearances that were being created is simply not the same as saying that he violated the 
criminal conflicts laws. It does not appear that he did. 
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Preliminary Thoughts on Travel Office Report re Harry Thomason 

The report on the management review of the White House Travel Office has 
raised questions about whether Harry Thomason was a special government employee 
and, if so, whether he violated any conflict of interest laws. This is a preliminary 
analysis, based on the facts provided in the Travel Office Report. 1 To the extent other 
facts may be relevant, the analysis obviously could change. 

I. Facts' 

These facts are taken from the Report: 

Darnell Martens is President of Thomason, Richland & Martens (TRM), a 
small, aviation consulting firm based in Cincinnati, Ohio. TRM is one-third 
owned by Martens, one-third by Harry Thomason, and one-third by Dan Richland, 
an associate of Thomason. 

Martens had done billing and consulting during the Clinton-Gore campaign 
for Air Advantage, the campaign’s charter broker. After the election. Martens 
was interested in helping Air Advantage and certain campaign charter carriers 
learn how to bid on the White House press charter business. 

In early February, Martens sought Thomason’s help in contacting the 
White House. Thomason called Press Secretary Dee Dee Myers and asked 
whether the White House charter business was subject to competitive bidding. 
Myers assumed that it was, and Thomason told Martens to contact Myers. 
Subsequently, Martens called Myers and Myers forwarded his call to Billy Dale, 
the long-time Director of the Travel Office. 

Martens asked Dale about the possibility of bidding competitively on the 
White House press charter business. According to a memo that Martens wrote to 
the file following the phone call. Dale told Martens that he had served in the 
Travel Office for 31 years, that no one had seen fit to replace him with a 
commercial operation and that no combination of price or service could win 
White House business for Martens. (See Martens Memo, Exhibit G.) J 


1 White House Travel Office Management Report (July 2, 1993). 

1 The Martens memo set forth as Exhibit G indicates that Martens approached the 
Travel Office by expressing an interest in obtaining White House Press Corps charter 
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Martens mentioned the call to Thomason. He also called Air Advantage 
owner Penny Sample to tell her about his conversation with Dale. In that call, he 
discovered that the White House Travel Office had, for a long time, basically used 
only one charter carrier for domestic travel. The traditional White House carrier 
had been Pan Am. Several months after Pan Am went out of business, the Travel 
Office began using a new carrier, Airline of the Americas (which now does 
business under the name UltrAir), started by former Pan Am employees. 

In early March, Martens, on a trip to Los Angeles, told Thomason about 
the Dale call in greater detail. He also told Thomason that he had heard a rumor 
suggesting that there was corruption in the Travel Office. 


Thomason was concerned that the White House charter business was not 
competitively bid and that the Travel Office might also be engaged in wrongdoing. 
In passing, be mentioned to the President in late March that he thought there was 
trouble in a White House department having to do with travel, but did not give 
the President any details. 


At the end of April, Thomason returned to Washington. He had been 
asked to consult on the staging of presidential events and was provided with an 
access pass of the kind issued to staff, allowing him open passage throughout the 


business for TRM. The memo as a whole discloses Martens’ interest in opening up the 
Travel Office to competitive bidding, without particular regard to possible business for 
TRM. Thus, the memo refers to "operators and aircraft . . . out there . . . capable and 
deserving of some of the business. Why can’t they compete for the business?" 

Both Martens and Thomason subsequently stated that they bad no interest in 
obtaining business for TRM, but were instead concerned that the White House business 
was not open to competitive bidders. Martens also was interested in seeing that his 
friends in the industry be able to compete for White House business that had been 
closed to competitive bidding. The Report tends to credit these statements that TRM 
was not seeking White House business, and I defer to the fact-finders’ conclusions in this 
regard. Moreover, in May, Thomason apparently explicitly disclaimed any present or 
future interest in Travel Office business. 

Nevertheless, the Martens memo shows an explicit interest in business for TRM, 
at least in February, although that interest was apparently abandoned. Because of the 
presence of this expressed interest, this memorandum considers Mr. Thomason’s conduct 
in two possible lights: that TRM was not interested in obtaining business for itself, as 
the Report apparently concludes, and that TRM was interested in obtaining business for 
itself, as the Martens memo initially suggests. 
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White House complex. He was permitted temporary use of an office in the East 
Wing. 


On May 1, at the White House Correspondents Association Dinner, 
Thomason heard George Condon, President of the Correspondents Association, 
address the growing expense to the press of travelling on Presidential trips, a 
particular problem for smaller news agencies. Thomason viewed the no-bid 
practices of the Travel Office as part of the problem. 

On May 10, Thomason asked Watkins about the status of the Travel 
Office. Watkins said he had placed [Catherine] Cornelius in the Travel Office 
and, following his meeting with Thomason, called Cornelius to ask her to meet 
with Thomason. Thomason asked Martens to fax his February memo to the 
White House. 


On May 12, . . . Cornelius met with Thomason. They discussed their 
respective concerns about the Travel Office and concluded that persons there 
might be engaged in wrongdoing. 

Following their meeting Thomason and Cornelius met with Watkins to 
report their suspicions. Martens, who was in Washington at the time, joined the 
meeting and recounted his conversation with Dale. 

In the early afternoon of May 12, Watkins set up a meeting with Deputy 
White House Counsel Vincent Foster. Watkins was accompanied by Cornelius 
and Thomason. [The meeting reconvened later that day, at which time Associate 
Counsel William Kennedy was designated to identify a course of action to pursue 
the allegations of financial mismanagement] 


On May 13 and 14, Thomason, Cornelius and [Jeff] Eller urged that the 
Travel Office matter be dealt with promptly. At a meeting of Thomason and 
Cornelius on the morning of May 13, Eller had been called to give guidance on 
handling the press. . . . 


II. Employment Status 

The first question that has arisen is whether Mr. Thomason was a special government 
employee. The answer to this question is not certain. It is possible, however, that Mr. 
Thomason was a special government employee during April and May of this year. 
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A volunteer or uncompensated consultant or other person who is not a full-time 
government employee may nonetheless be considered an employee for purposes of the 
conflict of interest laws. The conflict of interest statutes define a special government 
employee as "an officer or employee of the executive or legislative branch of the United 
States . . . who is retained, designated, appointed, or employed to perform, with or 
without compensation, for not to exceed one hundred and thirty days during any period 
of three hundred and sixty-five consecutive days, temporary duties either on a full-time 
or intermittent basis . . . 18 U.S.C. § 202(a). The term "employee" itself imot defined 
by the conflict of interest statutes (or elsewhere in title 18). For this reason, the 
definition of employee found in title 5 of the United States Code is frequently the 
starling point for analyzing whether the conflict of interest laws apply to a particular 
person. See OGE Op. 82x22; Federal Personnel Manual, Ch. 304-1-4. 

Title 5 offers three criteria by which employment status is judged: (1) appointment to 
federal office; (2) performance of a federal function under authority of law; and (3) 
supervision by a federal officer or employee. See 5 U.S.C. §§ 2104, 2105;' 1 Ops. Office 
of Legal Counsel 20 (1977); OGE Op. 82x22. These criteria provide guidance for 
deciding whether someone is a government employee for purposes of the conflict of 
interest laws, but because they are only guideposts, they are not conclusive. 

Formal appointment to office by a federal officer is the usual indication of having met 
the first criterion. Formal appointment is not essential, however; a person who performs 
work as a federal employee cannot evade the conflicts laws simply by avoiding formal 
appointment to office. Nonetheless, some formal relationship normally must exist. See 1 
Ops. Office of Legal Counsel 20, 21 (1977). Bayless Manning notes, in his important 
book explaining the conflicts laws, Federal Conflict of Interest Law : 

In the ordinary situation, a person will not be considered to be a 
consultant-employee if he does not bear a formal appointment, is not 
enrolled on the personnel roster of the relevant agency, has no government 
personnel file in his name, and has not been sworn in or sigoed the 
customary oath of a government employee. Other factors that might be 
relevant can be conjectured. Is the person’s advice solicited frequently? Is it 
sought by one official who may be a personal friend, or impersonally by a 
number of persons in a government agency that needs expert counsel? Do 
meetings take place during office hours? Are they conducted in the 
government office, and does, perhaps, the adviser maintain a desk or working 
materials in government facilities? 

Bayless Manning, Federal Conflict of Interest Law 30 (1964) (emphasis added). See also 
OGE Op. 82x22. 

The second and third criteria-that the person be engaged in performance of a federal 
function under authority of law and be subject to the supervision of a federal officer or 
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cmployce-also suggest a formal relationship. That is, outsiders may render personal 
advice from time to lime, without (hereby being converted to special government 
employees. Moreover, they may advise not as individuals providing independent advice 
to the government but rather as representatives of outside interests; when this is the 
case, they are not expected to render impartial advice and therefore are not subject to 
the conflict of interest laws. 5 Finally, they may be independent contractors, rather than 
employees, and thus not subject to the conflict of interest laws. 4 

If a person is deemed to be a de facto employee, a second question is whether he or she 
is "special" or "regular." Persons who serve without compensation may be special or 
regular government employees, depending on the amount of time it is expected that they 
will serve. -A special government employee is one who is appointed to serve less than 
130 days in a 365-day period. By virtue of that designation, a special government 
employee is subject to a more limited set of conflicts laws than is a regular employee. 

In 1977, the Office of Legal Counsel of the Department of Justice (OLC) opined that a 
person identified as "Mr. A" who "advised the President almost daily, principally on an 
informal basis," was not a special government employee by virtue of that relationship. 1 
Ops. Office of Legal Counsel 20. 22 (1977). OLC emphasized that "given the largely 
personal relationship between the President and Mr. A, apparently based on mutual 
respect rather than an assignment of duties, it seems doubtful that Mr. A ordinarily 
consults with the President under the latter's supervision, direction, or control as that 
concept is applied in the conflict-of-interest and similar laws or engaged in the type of 
work ordinarilyperformed by Government employees." Id. at 21-22. OLC determined, 
however, that Mr. A's work on one current issue had gone beyond that informal role 
when he called and chaired a number of meetings with federal employees and assumed 


5 OGE Op. 82x22 ("of the persons . . . who serve the Government temporarily or 
intermittently, only those who do so in an independent capacity are its employees’); 
Federal Personnel Manual, Ch. 735, App. C, at 4 ("A consultant or adviser whose advice 
is obtained by an agency from time to time because of his individual qualifications and 
who serves in an independent capacity is an officer or employee of the Government. On 
the other hand, one who is requested to appear before a Government agency to present 
the views of a nongovernmental organization or group which he represents, or for which 
he is in a position to speak, does not act as a servant of the Government and is not its 
officer or employee."). 

4 "(I]f a person is hired to conduct a study using his own judgment and resources and 
then turn over the end product to the agency, he would probably be regarded as an 
independent contractor. On the other hand, if a person works on Government premises 
under the direction of Government personnel and performs worlc of a kind normally 
handled by Government employees, he is probably an employee." 1 Ops. Office of Legal 
Counsel 20, 21 (1977). 
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responsibility for coordinating the Administration’s activities on that matter. As to that 
matter, OLC concluded that Mr. A should be designated a special government employee. 
Id. at 23. OLC did not conclude, however, that Mr. A's personal consultations with the 
President on other matters were also thereby converted into official matters. Id. 

The OLC opinion is useful in considering Mr. Thomason’s employment status, although 
also not conclusive. The Report recites facts that could support a conclusion that de 
facto appointment and employment occurred: Mr. Thomason was asked to^advise on the 
staging of presidential events, was provided a badge, and was given temporary office 
space. Without knowing more about how he was asked to provide the advice and the 
conditions under which he reported his views to federal employees, however, it is 
impossible to be certain whether Mr. Thomason was a special government employee. 

Mr. Thomason clearly has a personal relationship with the President that permitted him 
to provide informal advice of a personal nature. It is simply unclear whether his 
"assignment’ on the staging of presidential events was an assignment of a nature that led 
to de facto appointment and to carrying out federal functions under the supervision of 
federal employees. The clear indicia present with Mr. A— calling and chairing meetings 
with federal employees and coordinating Administration activities on a matter--are not 
present in this case. 

As can be seen from the OLC opinion, the rendering of advice to the President or even 
White House staff members is not conclusive of employment, because advice may 
properly be rendered in a personal rather than official capacity. Possession of a badge 
and even daily contact with the White House also are not determinative of employment 
status, but someone with a badge and such access who is performing federal functions 
under authority of law, and under the supervision of federal employees and officers, 
would normally have such status. Temporary assignment of an office in a federal 
building could support a conclusion of employment status, but there may be occasions 
when someone is offered temporary space but is not an employee. The facts must be 
viewed as a whole. 

When viewed as a whole, the facts revealed in the Report could support a conclusion 
that Mr. Thomason was an uncompensated consultant with the status of a special 
government employee, by virtue of his assignment to consult on the staging of 
presidential events. Under this view, Mr. Thomason’s consulting on that one matter 
went beyond providing personal advice to the President or others. On the other hand, it 
is possible that Mr. Thomason had access to the White House as friend and personal 
adviser to the President and that even his advice on staging events was personal rather 
than official. It is in fact difficult to determine exactly which category Mr. Thomason 
fits, but in light of the particular assignment he received, it seems prudent to proceed 
under the assumption that he attained special government employee status for the 
purpose of that assignment That is, the matter is not free from doubt, and we should 
proceed to analyze Mr. Thomason’s conduct as if he were a government employee. 
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If Mr. Thomason had employment status, it is undoubtedly as a special government 
employee. The assignment undoubtedly was a temporary one that was not expected to 
exceed 130 days actually worked. 

Moreover, if Mr. Thomason was a special government employee, it appears that he was 
one only for purposes of consulting on the staging of presidential events. The Report 
indicates that Mr. Thomason commented several times on the status of the Travel Office 
to various persons in the White House, and attended several meetings addressing the 
Office, but these facts do not necessarily lead to a conclusion that Mr. Thomason had 
been given an assignment to work on Travel Office matters, or that he otherwise had 
official authority with respect to the Travel Office. He started out, in essence, as an 
"officious interloper," whose advice was not officially sanctioned. It appears that once he 
provided information about the Travel Office, the information was conveyed to several 
government employees, sometimes at the request of other government employees. Even 
so, the role he played is not inconsistent with the role of a private person providing 
personally held knowledge and views to government officials. Mr. Thomason does not 
appear to have been assigned official responsibilities with respect to the Travel Office, or 
otherwise to have performed as a consultant or employee. 

The Office of Government Ethics has addressed this kind of situation: 


A Federal official may occasionally receive unsolicited, informal 
advice from an outside individual or group of individuals regarding a 
particular matter or issue of policy that is within his official responsibility. 

Or he may himself bring up an agency matter or policy issue informally 
with one or more outsiders in order to obtain their views. An incident of 
this sort sometimes prompts the inquiry whether the outsiders have 
becomes SGE's of the agency. In general, the answer is that they have not, 
for they are not possessed of appointments as employees nor do they 
perform a Federal function. 

However, as so often happens in considering the applicability of the 
conflict-of-interest laws, a generality is insufficient here and a caveat is in 
order. An official should not hold informal meetings more or less regularly 
with a nonfederal individual or group of individuals for the purpose of 
obtaining information or advice for the conduct of his office. If he does so, 
he may invite the argument that willy-nilly he has brought them within the 
range of 18 U.S.G §§ 202-209. 

OGE Op. 82x22. 

There may be an argument that Mr. Thomason was a special government employee with 
respect to the Travel Office matter, but on balance it does not appear that this was so. 
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111. Applicalion (o the Conflict of Inlcrest Laws 

If Mr. Thomason was not a special government employee, no question of a violation of 
[he conflict of interest laws arises because he would not have been subject to those laws. 
On the other hand, if he was a special government employee, then we must assess 
whether there were violations of applicable laws. Two statutes are considered: 18 
U.S.C. § 205, the representation statute, and § 208, the financial interest statute. 

A.' • 18 U.S.C. § 205 

Section 205 prohibits a federal employee from personally representing another before a 
federal agency, with or without compensation. Specifically, § 205 prohibits a federal 
employee from acting as "agent or attorney" for anyone before any federal agency in 
connection with any particular matter in which the U.S. is a party or has a direct and 
substantial interest. 5 its application is limited, however, in the case of special 
government employees. First, special government employees may not re'present anyone 
in any particular matter involving specific parties in which they also participate 
personally and substantially in their capacities as government employees. Second, after a 
special government employee actually works 60 days (counting each part of a day as a 
day), the representational limitation applies to all particular matters involving specific 
parties pending in the employee’s agency, whether or not the employee participates for 
the government in such matters. 

That is, 5 205 recognizes that special government employees may continue to represent 
the interests of others before the government, which regular employees may not do. The 
statute limits those representations only (1) with respect to particular matters involving 
specific parties in which the employee participates personally and substantially as part of 
his official responsibilities; and (2) after 60 days of actual service, with respect to 
particular matters involving specific parties that are pending before the employee’s 
agency. 

If Mr. Thomason were an employee by virtue of his assignment to consult on the staging 
of presidential events, the interests of TRM and Mr. Martens-even understood in their 
most damaging light as interests in ultimately obtaining White House Travel Office 
business through competitive bidding-were not the same matter on which Mr. Thomason 
was working in an official capacity. The first § 205 limitation would thus be inapplicable. 
If he were a special government employee for the Travel Office matter, there would be a 
factual question whether he was acting as Martens’/TRM’s agent with respect to the 
same matters in which he was participating. 


5 Section 205 also has a prohibition on assisting in the prosecution of claims against 
the United States, but there is no issue here of a claim against the United States. 
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Second, Mr. Thomason began this assignment in late April. His service therefore could 
not have extended to the 60-day mark necessary to trigger the second prohibition on 
acting as agent or attorney in a particular matter involving specific parties before his 
agency. 

B. 18 U.S.C. § 208 

Section 208 prohibits government employees from officially participating personally and 
substantially in particular matters in which they have a financial interest. For purposes 
of § 208, the interests of an employee's general partner, as well as the interests of any 
organization in which the employee serves as officer, director, trustee, general partner, or 
employee, are imputed to the employee as if they were the employee's own interests. 
Section 208 applies equally to regular and special government employees. 

Section 208 is a prohibition on official participation by an employee in matters in which 
he or she has a financial interest. 6 Mr. Thomason's assignment to advise’on the staging 
of presidential events does not therefore raise a § 208 question with respect to the 
Travel Office. Only official participation in a matter can bring someone within the scope 
of § 208. 

Even assuming arguendo that Mr. Thomason had official responsibility for the Travel 
Office-an assumption that appears unwarranted under the facts and law-§ 208 has some 
important limitations. It prohibits participation only with respect to 'particular matters’ 
that have a "direct and predictable effect' on the employee’s financial interest. "A 
particular matter will have a direct effect on a financial interest if there is a dose causal 
link between any decision or action to be taken in the matter and any expected effect of 
the matter on the financial interest.’ 5 GF.R. § 2635.402(b)(1) (1993) (emphasis added). 
That is, attenuated effects, as well as effects that are contingent on the occurrence of 
speculative or unrelated events, are not direct. Effects that are only speculative arc not 
predictable. Id. 

Even if Mr. Thomason could be said to have been a special government employee for 
purposes of the Travel Office matter, and assuming that the matter constituted a 
particular matter for purposes of § 208, it does not appear to have been a matter that 
could be said to have a direct and predictable effect on his financial interests. Mr. 
Thomas apparently explicitly disclaimed any interest in present or future travel office 
business. These disclaimers were not sufficiently emphasized in the Report, but would 


6 See Manning, supra, at 117 (5 208 forbids ' a government employee who has an 
economic interest in an outside private entity to act for the federal government in dealings 
with that entity’) (emphasis added); Federal Personnel Manual, Ch. 735, App. C (§ 208 
’prevents a Government employee from participating as such in a particular matter in 
which, to his knowledge, he . . . has a financial interest’) (emphasis added). 
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be important in considering a possible violation. The possible financial benefit from 
good will of friends who got business also would be insufficient to make out a § 208 
violation: A number of steps would have been required between the recommendation 
for operational changes-whcther the recommendation is understood as opening up the 
Office to competitive bidding, firing the existing employees, or some combination 
thereof--and the identity and award of particular contracts that could have a financial 
effect on Thomason, Martens, or TRM. 

rV. Conclusion 

Harry Thomason may have been a special government employee with respect to the 
assignment he was given to consult on staging presidential events, but even if he was, this 
did not convert him into a special government employee for other matters, including the 
Travel Office. It does not appear that he was an employee for that matter. 

Nonetheless, it should be noted that the belter practice would be for a special 
government employee to avoid even personal advice to government officials about any 
matters in which the special government employee, his firm, or any of his partners, could 
be said to be involved, during the period of government service. Such a practice would 
avoid just the kind of unfortunate consequences we have had to attend to with respect to 
this matter: impaired public confidence in the integrity of government services, a cloud 
over the merits of government decisions, and consumption of vast amounts of 
government time as their effects are addressed. But to say that HarTy Thomason, or 
White House staff members who listened to his concerns about the Travel Office, should 
have been more attentive to the possible consequences is simply not the same as saying 4 
that Mr. Thomason violated the criminal conflicts laws. 


■ifiiin 

CGE 043275 



375 


PS. 

Employment Status: Same question as for HT, although it seems dearer that PS was 
asked to serve as a volunteer in the White House to perform a federal job, and as such 
probably was a spedal government employee. 

Alleged Violations: 18 U.S.C. § 208. 

PS is the president of a charter broker, Air Advantage. She arranged for Air Advantage 
to forward a fee to Midwest Express to cover official White House expenses. Even 
though there seems to have been no financial advantage to Air Advantage in this 
transaction, its forwarding of a $52,000 fee probably had a financial effect on Air . 
Advantage. Section 208 requires neither that the financial effect be positive, nor that the 
financial effect be substantial (there is no de minimis exception). 
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Employment Status: It is possible, but certainly not a given, that Mr. Thomason was a 
special government employee during some of the time that he was discussing Travel 
Office matters with members of the White House staff. The report slates that as of the 
end of April, Mr. Thomason was consulting with the White House on the staging of 
presidential events, and that he was given a hard badge for access to the White House, 
and a temporary office in the East Wing. The report does not specify who asked Mr. 
Thomason to assist in this matter, or if he worked under the direction of a White House 
staff member other than the President. Moreover, the report does not indicate if Mr. 
Thomason had earlier assignments. 


Depending' on the facts, Mr. Thomason may have been an uncompensated consultant 
with the status of a special government employee. A volunteer or uncompensated 
consultant or other person who is not a regular government employee may nonetheless 
be a government employee for purposes of the conflicts of interest laws. This is a factual 
question. If a person is deemed to have been such an employee, a second question is 
whether he or she is "special" or "regular." Persons who serve without compensation may 
be special or regular government employees, depending on the amount of time it is 
expected that they will work. A special government employee is one who is appointed to 
serve less than 130 days in a 365-day period. By virtue of that designation, a special 
government employee is subject to a more limited set of conflicts laws than is a regular 
employee. 

As to whether someone is an employee, normally, we look to the presence of three sets 
of facts: (1) appointment to federal office; (2) performance of a federal function under . 
authority of law; and (3) supervision by a federal officer or employee. See 5 U.S.C. §§ 
2104, 2105; 1 Ops. Office of Legal Counsel 20 (1977). 


Formal appointment to office is the usual indication of having met the first factor, but it 
is not essential: A special government employee, for example, is anyone "who is 
retained, designated, appointed, or employed" to perform federal duties. 18 U.S.C. § 
202(a) (emphasis added). A person who performs work as a federal employee cannot 
evade the conflicts laws simply by avoiding formal appointment to office. Nonetheless, 
some formal relationship normally must be intended to meet the first criterion. See 1 
Ops. Office of Legal Counsel 20, 21 (1977). 


The second and third criteria--that the person be engaged in performance of a federal 
function under authority of law and be subject to the supervision of a federal officer or 
employee-also suggest a somewhat formal relationship. It is important to note, however, 
that the lines are often fuzzy. Bayless Manning notes, in his important book explaining 
the conflicts laws, Federal Conflict of Interest Law : 


In the ordinary situation, a person will not be considered to be a consultant- 
employee if he does not bear a formal appointment, is not enrolled on the 
personnel roster of the relevant agency, has no government personnel file rin his 
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name, and has not been sworn in or signed the customary oath of a government 
employee. Other factors that might be relevant can be conjectured. Is the 
person 's advice solicited frequently? Is it sought by one official, who may be a 
personal friend, or impersonally by a number of persons in a government agency that 
needs expert counsel? Do meetings take place during office hours? Are they 
conducted in the government office, and does, perhaps, the adviser maintain a desk 
or working materials in government facilities? 

Bayless Manning, Federal Conflict of Interest Law 29-30 (1964) (emphasis added). See 
also OGE Op. 82x22. 

In a relevant opinion, OLC opined in 1977 that a person identified as "Mr. A" who 
"advised the President almost daily, principally on an informal basis," was not a special 
government employee by virtue of that relationship. It determined, however, that Mr. 
A’s work on one current issue had gone beyond that informal role when Tie called and 
chaired a number of meetings with federal employees and assumed responsibility for 
coordinating the Administration's activities on that matter. As to that matter, OLC 
concluded that Mr. A should be designated a special government employee, but 
concluded that Mr. A’s personal consultations with the President on other matters were 
not therefore converted into official matters. 1 Ops. Office of Legal Counsel 20, 23 
(1977). 

Whether one is an employee can be a complicated factual question, as can be seen from 
the above discussion. It seems clear, however, that possession of a badge and daily 
contact with the White House are not determinative of employment status. One must 
instead assess whether someone with a badge and such access is performing federal 
functions under authority of law. and under the supervision of federal employees and 
officers. The rendering of advice to the President, First Lady, or even other federal 
employees is not conclusive, because advice may properly be rendered in a personal 
rather than official capacity. Assignment of an office in a federal building could support 
a conclusion of employment status, but it would not be conclusive of such status in the 
absence of other important factors. 


On the one band, Mr. Thomason might be viewed as OLCs "Mr. A," without the one 
matter that made Mr. A a special government employee. Under this view, Mr. 

Thomason had access to the White House as friend and personal adviser to the 
President While he occasionally gave advice to others, that advice was rendered in a 
personal capacity. He apparently had no authority to direct other employees, and took 
no direction from them either. _ 

On the other hand, one could argue that his role in consulting on matters of^presidential wiW) 
im#g# went beyond advising the President to taking on an assignment under the auspices 
of other federal employees. Ultimate resolution of this question may depend on facts I 


do not have. 
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If HT had employment status, it is undoubtedly as a special government employee. The 
130 days is days actually expected to work, not elapsed time. The only glitch in this 
analysis is that the designation usually must occur at the time of the appointment. 
Without a formal appointment, there surely was no designation. Nonetheless, in these 
situations, it is likely sufficient to show that the position is one in which the special 
government employee designation was entirely appropriate, and not a close question. 

Alleged Violations: 18 U.S.G § 205, 208. 

If HT was not a special government employee, no question of violation of the conflict of 
interest laws- arises. On the other hand, if he was, then we must assess whether there 
were such violations. 


18 U.S.C. § 205: As discussed under CC, § 205 prohibits employees from representing 
others before the government. Its application is limited, however, in the case of special 
government employees. First, specii government employees may not represent anyone 
in any particular matter involving specific parties in which they also participate 
personally and substantially as a government employee. Second, after a special 
government employee actually works 60 days (counting each part of a day as a day), the 
representational limitation applies to all particular matters involving specific parties 
pending In the employee’s agency (here, the Executive Office of the President (EOP)), 
whether or not the employee participates for the government in such matters. 


If HT were an employee by virtue of his assignment to consult on the staging of 
presidential events, the interests of TRM and Mr. Martens— even understood in their 
most damaging light as interests in obtaining White House Travel Office business-were 
not the same matter on which Mr. Thomason was working in an official capacity. Only if 
HT were said to have official responsibility for the Travel Office would a question arise 
about the first } 205 application to special government employees. As far as I can teU, 
the Report does not suggest that HT had been asked to perform any official duties with 
respect to the Travel Office. 

Second, Mr. Thomason's service apparently did not extend to the 6(Tday mark, since be 
would have had to perform 60 days of work (including any part of a day) to reach that 
mark. The facts of which 1 am aware do not suggest this was likely, but those who are 
more familiar with his status and comings and goings since January 20 would have to 
make that assessment Assuming that I am correct there does not appear to be a 
violation of 5 205 by virtue of any representations on behalf of Martens and TRM with 
respect to particular matters in which they were parties, but for which Mr. Thomason 
had no official responsibility. 


As a rule of thumb, however, we would normally recommend that the best course of 
action would be to avoid advising government employees about any matters in which the 
SGE, his firm, or any of his partners, are involved, during the period of government 
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service. This would also be our recommendation under the regulatory requirement to 
maintain impartiality, discussed below, and financial conflicts, discussed above. 

5 C.F.R. § 2435.502: If an employee has a personal or business relationship with 
someone (such as a relative, employer, or partner), normally he should not participate 
for the government in matters affecting that person’s interests without obtaining 
permission from the Counsel’s Office. Mr. Thomason does not appear to have been 
acting in a government capacity on behalf of TRM or Mr. Richland, but the roles 
certainly became confused. 

18 U.S.C. i 208 prohibits government employees from participating personally and 
substantially in particular matters in which they have a financial interest. For purposes 
of § 208, the interests of an employee’s general partner, as well as the interests of any 
organization in which the employee serves as officer, director, trustee, general partner, or 
employee, are imputed to the employee as if they were the employee’s own interests. 

Section 208 has some important limitations. It prohibits participation only with respect 
to "particular matters" that have a "direct and predictable effect" on the employee’s 
financial interest. 

Particular Matter. The term particular matter encompasses only matters that 
involve deliberation, decision, or action that is focused upon the interests of 
specific persons, or a discrete and identifiable class of persons." A particular 
matter "does not extend to the consideration or adoption of broad policy options 
that are directed to the interests of a large and diverse group of persons." 5 
CF.R. 5 2635.402(b)(3) (1993). Adoption of a general policy, or 
recommendations regarding general changes in government operations, normally 
would not be considered particular matters, although subsequent decisions 
implementing adoption of such recommendations might constitute particular 
matters. On the other hand, policies or operational considerations affecting a 
discrete group would normally be considered particular matters. 

Direct and Predictable Effect "A particular matter will have a direct effect on a 
financial interest if there is a close causal link between any decision or action to 
be taken in the matter and any expected effect of the matter on the financial 
interest" 5 CF.R. 5 2635.402(b)(1) (1993) (emphasis added). That is, attenuated 
effects, as well as effects that are contingent on the occurrence of speculative or 
unrelated events, are not direct. Effects that are only speculative are not 
predictable. Id 

Recommendation for changes in government operations, therefore, could well be a 
recommendation about something other than a particular matter. Even if the matter 
were "particular," it might not have a direct and predictable effect on the federal 
employee’s financial interests, given the number of steps between that recommendation 
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for operalional changes and ihe identity and award of particular contracts. Direct 
recommendation that one’s own company be awarded a specific contract, on the other 
hand, would fall within the § 208 prohibition. As with the question of employment 
status, the question is highly fact dependent. 

[Discuss Martens' memo] 
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Employment Status: CC is a FTE, subject to the full range of COI laws. 

Alleged Violations: 18 U.S.C. § 203, 205. 

Section 203 prohibits a federal employee from receiving compensation for anyone’s (self 
or other’s) representational activities before a federal department or agency. Section 205 
prohibits a federal employee from personally representing another before a federal 
agency, with or without compensation. These are general intent crimes, which do not 
require proof of specific intent, willfulness, or a knowing and corrupt intent. 

Allegation is that CC was representing the interests of WW before the gov’t while she 
was a federal ee, i.e., acting as WWs "agent." I am aware of no financial connection 
between WW and CC, including any compensation or sharing of fees. Without 
indication of compensation or sharing of fees for alleged representation, § 203 falls aside. 
Remaining Q: is there a violation of § 205? 

§ 205 prohibits a federal employee from acting as "agent or attorney" for anyone before 
any federal agency in connection with any particular matter In which the U.S. is a party 
or has a direct and substantial Interest. White House is a federal agency. Obtaining 
business before such agency would normally be a particular matter in which U.S. is a 
party or has an interest, although general discussions about reconfiguration of an office 
might not rise to the level of a particular matter. Even assuming the existence of a 
particular matter, however, a critical question remains: Was CC acting as WWs agent 
or attorney? 

CC arranged for WW to step in to the Travel Office when Travel Office employees were 
dismissed. Prior to this time, CC suggested that WW be used a number of times. E.g.*s: 
The 2/15 memo included a proposed organizational chart showing WW as the out- 
sourced travel agency for both official and political trips. CCs 1/26 memo refers 
frequently to WWs role in the campaign with the suggestion that it would have a similar 
role in a newly configured travel operation. 

These facts do not necessarily mean that CC was acting as WWs "agent’ CC worked 
with WW during the campaign. It is therefore not surprising that she thought of using 
WW during her recommendations for changes in the Travel Office, or during the chaos 
surrounding the dismissal of the travel employees. Note that CCs 12/31 memo explicitly 
recognized that the out-sourced agency in a new travel office would be selected by 
competitive bidding. Her subsequent memos do not indicate that she abandoned that 
idea. 


No financial connection need be present between the employee and the entity to make 
the employee an agent of the entity. Instead, we look to see if the employee made 
communications to a federal agency (or federal employee) for the purposes of 
influencing a government decision on behalf of someone other than herself. Just 
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because a government employee urges that a particular entity be given government 
business, or even selects that entity for business, however, is not sufficient to make that 
employee an agent of the entity. 

On the whole, it appears that CCs suggestions that WW be utilized, and even her 
selecting WW to fill in when the Travel Office employees were dismissed, was done in 
her role as a government employee making decisions in the interests of the government, 
rather than as a private agent of WW. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PAN ETTA ~T J> 

FROM: Roy Neel 

DATE: August 25, 1993 


X have been advised of a proposal for an audit of federal 
aircraft by TRM. Although I have been advised of a few meetings 
and memoranda regarding this proposal, I understand that no 
government action has been taken with respect to it. I also 
understand that, last month, the White House advised OMB that no 
government action should be taken on this proposal. 

Let me now reiterate this instruction that no government action 
should be taken on this proposal. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


April 11, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR LLOYD CUTLER 

SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

JOHN PODESTA 
STAFF SECRETARY 

FROM: W. NEIL EGGLESTON 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

RE: TRAVEL OFFICE REPORT 

The GAO's report on the Travel office will be out 
within the next two to three weeks. As a result, the GAO is 
within a few days of closing out its fact gathering. 

An area of Congressional attention last summer and fall 
was the status and activities of Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens. The GAO has generally not done as much in its White 
House interviews with Thomason as I had thought that it would. 

One area that has not been addressed is the effort by 
Martens to get a contract to conduct an accounting of the federal 
aircraft fleet. This effort involved a memorandum from Martens 
to Thomason that went to the President around February 17, 1993, 
and a meeting between Martens and Linsdey in early April. 

Lindsey also received several memoranda from Martens on the 
issue. We also have notes and documents relating to meetings 
between Jack Kelly, an OMB official, and Martens. Martens' 
efforts never produced a contract. This episode is not reflected 
in the Management Report. 

I am attaching a copy of the latest GAO request for 
documents concerning Thomason and Martens. 

We had previously decided that the documents were not 
called for by the GAO request and that we would not provide the 
documents. You should also know that the Department of Justice 
refused to permit the GAO to interview Jack Kelly. At the very 
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least, I think we would need the pemlsslon of David Margolis to 
provide the documents to GAO. 

1 think we should have a meeting to decide this issue 
in the next day or two. 


W.N.E. 


cc : Todd Stern 

Joel- Klein 




392 




cinanclai management records would include the / 

general ledger; subsidiary ledgers of cash 
receipts, cash disbursements , accounts payable and 
accounts receivable; financial reports; and 
operating manuals for any automated accounts 
receivable or other systems used before Kay. None 
of these items have been received. Some 
additional items have been identified from the FBI 
inventory list, and requested separately. If it 
is the case that no other items fitting this 
description exist, please confirm that. 

Documents, memoranda, or other records which identify f" 
the tasks, assignments, or role* to be carried out for 
the White House by Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens, 
or information from knowledgeable officials which would 
inform us about the tasks carried out by Mr. Thomason 
and Mr. Martens. (Item 12, August 17, 1993) 

Procedures for the granting of temporary White House (0 
access passes, and documents or other records related 
to the granting of such passes to Mr. Thomason and Mr. 
Martens. (Item 13, August 17, 1993) 

A statement of the White House position concerning t 

whether Mr. Thomason and Mr. Martens v.ere considered 
special government employees during the period from 
January to May, or a statement that the White House did 
not take a position on that matter. (January 19, 1994 
meeting with Mr. Eggleston and Ms. Kingsbury) 

Most records concerning the decision to engage the 
accounting firm of KPMO Peat Marwick to conduct a / 

review of the operations of the White House Travel 
Office have been provided. One request is still 
outstanding: a record of payment to Peat Marwick. 

June 3, 1993, memo from Vincent Foster to Mr. Watkins /V)^ 
regarding carriers licensed under 14 C.F.R. 121. (Item 
13, oral request during Foucart interview) 

Motes written by William Kennedy regarding his meetings 
with the FBI regarding the Travel Office. (Item 33, J 

oral request during Kennedy Interview, based on his 
reference to the notes.) 

Copies of the bill6 sent to the press for all trips * 

between March 1992 and May 1993. (Item 34, oral 
request by Kay Lambert) 
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TJ.S. Depart it of Justice 


utuU»<*m. DC 2OSJ0 

SEP 8 1994 


HEMQFANPUM 


TO: John C. Keeney 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 


FROM: 


Lee J . Radek 
Chief 

Public Integrity Section 
Criminal Division 


SUBJECT : status of the Travel office Investigation 


The Public Integrity Section intends to seek an indictment 
of Billy Ray Dale, the former Director of the White House 
Telegraph and Travel Office (Travel Office) , on September 21, 

1994 or September 23, 1994. The proposed twq-count indictment 
charges, under 18 U.S.C. § 654, that Dale converted approximately 
$54,000 in checks and $14,000 in cash that belonged to the 
members of the White House news media who used the services of 
the Travel Office. 1 Allegations relating to Harry Thomason are 
still under investigation, and it is unlikely that investigative 
steps relating to that inquiry can be completed prior to the 
target date for the Dale indictment. Steps need to be taken to 
insure that the White House has produced to us all relevant 
documents; that all witnesses with some knowledge of the alle- 
gations are interviewed; and that all leads are evaluated, and if 
necessary pursued through grand jury investigation. Because the 
Dale charges are completely independent of the Thomason allega- 


‘The indictment was previously scheduled for the week of 
August 15, 1994, but Dale changed attorneys that week, and has 
executed an agreement tolling of the statute of limitations through 
September 23, 1994 to enable his new counsel to get up to speed on 
the case and decide whether to make a presentation to the govern- 
ment. The most recent tolling agreement is an extension of several 
other such agreements, the first of which was executed on March 11, 
1994. The prior tolling agreements were requested by Dale's former 
counsel to give them additional time to decide whether to make a 
presentation to the government and to engage in very preliminary 
plea discussions. 


jjR : JEG : SMG : bds 
"yped: 9/8/94 
xts #: 9304933 
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tions, there is no need to link the two by closing the Thomason 
matter at or near the time of the Oale indictment. Indeed, such 
a linkage would likely have a negative impact on our ability to 
convict Dale. 

our investigation of Thomason has focused on whether he may 
have violated conflict of interest provisions by participating in 
decisions to fire Travel office employees and to consider award- 
ing a consulting contract regarding the Federal Government's use 
of its aircraft. It appears that Thomason, Richland and Martens, 
an aviation consulting firm in which Thomason has a one-third 
share, had a financial interest in the outcome of both of those 
matters. 

At this point we are not confident' that the White House has 
produced to us all documents in its possession relating to the 
Thomason allegations. As part of our investigation, we directed 
the White House to provide us with all documents relating to 
Thomason and his associate, Darnell Martens, excluding those 
documents relating solely to the inauguration. The White House 
provided documents in response to that request on several oc- 
casions, and on June 24, 1994, Neil Eggleston, Associate Counsel 
to the President, informed us that their document search was 
complete and that they had produced all documents responsive to 
our request. Based, in part, on our understanding that all of 
the documents from the White House had been provided, we reached 
a preliminary conclusion that there is insufficient evidence that 
Thomason was a government employee, and that we therefore cannot 
establish a violation of 18 U.S.C. S 205 or 208. 

On August 19, 1994, Eggleston provided the FBI with add- 
itional documents regarding Thomason. It is not likely that 
these additional documents will alter our conclusion that we do 
not have sufficient evidence to establish that Thomason was a 
government employee. However, the White House's incomplete 
production greatly concerns us because the integrity of our 
review is entirely dependent upon securing all relevant docu- 
ments. As a first step, on August 30, 1994, we wrote to 
Mr. Eggleston and asked for an explanation as to how these 
additional documents were missed in the earlier search, and for a 
reaffirmation that all documents responsive to our request have 
now been produced. Should the explanation supplied not be 
entirely satisfactory, we intend to issue a grand jury subpoena 
parallelling our previous document request. While we asked 
Mr. Eggleston to respond by September 8, he has informed the FBI 
that his response will not be available until September 12. Even 
if a grand jury subpoena is issued immediately thereafter, the 
White House will almost certainly request sufficient time to 
ensure that it has fully complied. Thus it is highly unlikely we 
will be able to have a White House document custodian before the 
grand jury prior to September 21 or 23, the target dates for the 
Dale indictment. 
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We also believe that given the circumstances of this 
investigation, we should make every effort to obtain from 
Thomason his version of the events, both as they relate to the 
allegations against him, and to allegations that White House 
employees engaged in some broad criminal conspiracy to wrongfully 
terminate the Travel Office staff. Thomason's counsel, Robert 
Bennett, indicated previously that he would not make Thomason 
available for a proffer because we informed him that Thomason was 
a subject of the investigation. Bennett has suggested that if 
Thomason's status changes, he may be willing to make Thomason 
available. Once we assure ourselves that all relevant documents 
have been produced by the White House, and if those documents do 
not change our preliminary conclusion regarding Thomason, we 
would like to take a shot at speaking with Thomason. If we 
succeed, vfe need to be in a position to follow up on any leads 
that Thomason provides. 

Similarly, it is likely that the Dale indictment will cause 
a flurry of additional accusations and allegations against those 
in the Clinton White House that participated in the Travel Office 
firings. To strengthen the credibility of our final conclusions 
regarding those allegations, we must be in a position to quickly 
examine those additional charges and, if necessary, conduct 
additional investigation, including grand jury. That may be 
difficult if we have already closed the Travel Office investi- 
gation and shut down the grand jury. Moreover, any effort to 
revive the grand jury to look into these charges will almost 
certainly be characterized by Dale's counsel as grand jury abuse, 
that is, an effort to use the grand jury solely for the purpose 
of acquiring evidence related to Dale. That accusation will have 
little force if we are merely conducting an ongoing investigation 
regarding the Travel Office after the indictment of Dale on 
Charges that faced a statute of limitations bar. 

Our final conclusion regarding whether Thomason was a 
government employee has no relationship to the charges that we 
propose to bring against Dale. Indeed, the great majority of 
Dale's conduct that is the subject of the proposed indictment 
occurred long before the Clinton administration came to 
Washington. Especially in light of the investigative steps that 
need to be completed, we see no prosecutive reason to make or 
announce any final decision regarding Thomason near the time of 
the Dale indictment. In fact, we believe that any suggestion 
that those two actions are connected will damage the case against 
Dale by fueling his defenses and undercutting our ability to 
respond to those defenses. 

We anticipate that Dale's defense will include an attack on 
those members of the Clinton administration, including Thomason, 
who were involved in the firing of the Travel Office staff, and 
that he will argue that the prosecution is motivated by the 
Clinton administration's effort to justify its handling of the 
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Travel office matter. Dale will point out that those close to 
the administration, including Thomason and Catherine Cornelius, 
suffered no consequences for their mishandling of the Travel 
Office matter, while the career employees of the Travel Office, 
like Dale, were fired and now prosecuted. If we make or announce 
a final decision not to prosecute Thomason at or near the time 
that Dale is indicted, we will unnecessarily bolster Dale's 
defense and cause unwarranted speculation that the two actions 
are connected when they are hot. 

Our primary response to Dale's defense will be that the 
charges against Dale have nothing to do with the Clinton 
administration's handling of the Travel Office, and that Dale's 
thefts were carried out before there was a Clinton adminis- 
tration. It will undercut our response if the Department sug- 
gests that there is any link — through timing, statements to the 
press, or otherwise — between the final decision regarding 
Thomason and the indictment of Dale. There is no such 
connection, and we should avoid any suggestion that there is. 
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DAVID F KF.NDAll. 
(202) 4 34 1 45 


LAW OFFICES 

WILLIAMS S CONNOLLY 


725 TWELFTH STREET, N W 
WASHINGTON, D C 20005 
(202) 434-5000 
FAX (202) 434-5029 
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September 5, 1995 


M HAND 

Ms. Barbara Comstock 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Ms. Comstock: 

As I have informed you on the telephone, this firm received 
on July 27, 1993, twenty-four file folders of documents from the 
White House ("Foster Documents") : 

1. Whitewater Development 

2. WJC- -Continuing Legal Education 

3. HRC- -Arkansas Law License 

4 . Clinton Exploratory Committee 

5. Clinton Fund Raiser "Dream Team" Receptions 

6. Clinton Physician 

7. White House/Brookings Project 

8. Executive Residence Security 

9 . Arkansas Home 

10. Presidential Retreat 

11. Chenal Property Fact Sheets 

12. HRC: Personal & Confidential 
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WILLIAMS 6 CONNOLLY 

Ms. Barbara Comstock 13 0G3 

September 5, 1995 
Page 2 

13. HRC: Financial 

14. WJC and HRC Blind Trust 

15. First Family--Form 278 

16 . Clinton Financial Statements 

17. WJC- -July Amendment to 1993 SF-278 

18. WJC- -1993 Chronological File 

19. Unlabelled blue folder 

20. Unlabelled green folder 

21. 1992 Income Tax Returns 

22. First Family--1993 Income Tax Returns 

23. Clintons: 1992 and 1993 Projected Income Taxes 

24. Clinton Blind Trust 

We did not receive in the Foster Documents any "notebook on the 
Travel Office matter" or other documents which appear to me to be 
documents relating to the "White House Travel Office matter", as 
that is defined in Chairman Clinger's July 13 , 1995 , letter. 

Neither did we receive from the White House any index to the 
Foster Documents. 

Pursuant to the Clinger letter, I am producing herewith for 
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight copies of such 
materials from the Foster Documents as I believe may be 
responsive. They are stamped DKHCGR01 and DKHCGR02 . 

There are also three other documents among the Foster 
Documents which may be responsive to the Chairman's request: 
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WILLIAMS 8 CONNOLLY 

Ms . Barbara Comstock 
September 5, 1995 
Page 3 


1 One-page facsimile transmittal sheet from Mike Berman to 
Vince Foster, dated May 18, 1993, transmitting one-page 
memorandum from Mike Berman to Vince Foster and Mike 
Berman, and two-page memorandum from Mike Berman to 
Vince Foster and David Watkins, both dated May 18, 

1993, and re "Issues for possible review by OLC." 

2. One typewritten page, undated, containing what appear to 

be draft questions concerning "Scheduling and advance", 
"Providing volunteers", and "Relationship between 
organizations and the White House," with certain 
handwritten marginal notes. 

3. Four-page typed memorandum, dated May 23, 1993, from 

Mike Berman to Vince Foster and David Watkins, re "2nd 
draft of issues for review by OLC." 

I believe that these three documents may be subject to claims of 

attorney-client privilege, work product privilege, and Executive 

Privilege by the white House. (Because there was so much 

publicity about the Foster Documents, we deemed it the more 

prudent course to retain, preserve, and safeguard any documents 

like these which we received among the Foster Documents, and such 

documents are, of course, available to the White House Counsel's 

Office.) I am sending a copy of this letter to Jane Sherburne, 

Esq., in the White House Counsel's Office, and I will be guided 

by her instructions with respect to these three documents. 

We have agreed that we will be governed by the same rules of 
document production as govern the White House. The protocols for 
handling documents produced by the White House are set out in Mr. 
Larsen's letter dated August 1, 1995, Ms. Williams' letter dated 

August 9, 1995, and Mr. Yarowsky's letter dated July 7, 1995. 
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Ms. Barbara Comstock 
September 5, 1995 
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Accordingly, I designate the documents I am producing today 
’’Highly Confidential." 

Sincerely, 

David E . 

cc : Jane Sherburne, Esq. 
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Index of Documents From David Watkins, 
Mack McLarty, Bruce Lindsey, and Lorraine Voles 


PAGE 

1 White House Talking Points on the Firing of the Travel Office Staff, dated May 
13, 1993, six days before the firings occurred. 

2 Handwritten Notes of David Watkins dated 5/14/93 

5 White House chronology of events with Mack McLarty ’s handwritten notes 
saying, “May 16 - HRC pressure” dated 5/23/93. 

7 Lorraine Voles Handwritten Notes, May, 1993. 

8 Todd Stem Handwritten Notes dated 5/27/93 

1 1 Handwritten Notes of David Watkins dated 5/31/95, just produced to the 

committee under subpoena, never provided by the White House. 

16 Handwritten Notes of David Watkins dated 6/2/93 

1 7 Bruce Lindsey Handwritten Notes Describing memo he received about firings and 
shared with the President (Committee transcription attached) 6/9/93. 

23 FBI Interview (FBI 302) with David Watkins in preparation for prosecution of 
Billy Dale dated 8/1 1/93. 

29 Draft Memorandum written by David Watkins sometime in the Fall of 1993. 

38 White House documents containing typewritten questions and answers on Travel 
Office by David Watkins produced under subpoena. Document states, “We 
should not release the GAO’s questions or Mrs. Clinton’s responses.” Date 
Unknown 

4 1 Mrs. Clinton’s Written Responses Submitted to GAO by Mr. Eggleston, dated 
4/6/94. 

45 Mack McLarty interview with GAO on White House Travel Office dated 3/21/94. 

54 Clinton for President Campaign Documents Listing $33,000 in Payments to 
Watkins after leaving the White House, covering period from 7/1/94 - 9/30/94. 

Prepared by the Government Reform and Oversight C ommittee Majority Staff 
Page Numbering Added to Documents By Staff. 
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May 13, 1993 


FOR INTERNAL OSS ONLY 
MOT FOR DISTRIBUTION 

Talking Points on Changes in Khite Boom Travel Offica 

* In response to roquaata concerning tba coot of press travel, 
tba Kbits House ha a undertaken a review of tbo Kbits House Travel 
Office. As a result of that review, the c ur ra nt employees of tba 
White House Travel Office have been til eel seed effective today. 

* Concurrent with that, the FBI has begun an audit of tba 
press fund that is naintained by the Kbits House Travel Offica. 

* Future charter and press travel services will be provided on 
an outsource basis with coordination by Kbits House staff. The 
Kbits House believes this will reduce costs. 

* Accounting and billing procedures will bo upgraded, allowing 
for inproved accountability and acre accurate tracking of press 
expanses. 

* Current eaployeas of the White Bouse Travel Offica are: 

Billy Dale 
John Drellinger 
John McSweaney 
Barney Brasseux 
Gary Bright 
Robert Van Eineren 
Ralph Maughan 
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CHXONOLOOT OT TXAVEL OITXCB nUXSI (a* ©f 5.25. >3) 


— Dee Dee Hva g» talks to Barry Thomason and 

Da mtll "Ma rtens about press Ch arter business. Ha rt ana con tacts 
Bil ly Da l a in tba W hite Hou aa traval office and la tnl<03*ara is 
nm will gat Kbits B oos# bos inass. Marten* vrltas 
ut conversation to his fils. 


P/^ 

U/i* * A- 


ytb nurr 15 — Catha riaa Cornelius and Clarissa 
to David Watkins pr oposing~Ta«rganisation or travsi _ 

^ =C f »-»• — Dnkr ' ^ <? 

April <5^— c atbarina Comal ius goes to work in tba ixav aT offies , 

. w acting as a l iaison to sch edulin g and a dvance and a rranging 

/A hotels and flights for n ixea./*4suw< £^\ 

✓»v^6A £ jaw , 2TTT~P /** ^ ~ tfs ' v% ' k i *5* 

^ 'Kay 10 — Har ry Tho mason and DaragJLZ-ited^* 1 ** **at with Watkins, *v*‘ r s 
describe Harta ns encounter with Billy Dale. Thoma s o n calls ~h*- J- 

/>W '' V ' T Mart ens Ci ncTTff^tl office and has memo faxed to Kbits Houma. ^ 
£/vr^ Thomason makes copies for David Watkins, Cath arine Com alius and 
himself j-k/ -fw DuJ~ ^TTVpZPTL^ 

r^STl— U/v-. /W /i - — .T 

pfay. tk — Bill Kennedy (and others?) meat with representatives 
(who?) of the FBI, Making guidance on disturbing information 
discovered in the travel of fice. FBI confirms that there may be — > 

enough information to warrant further investigation . J £<>/*< 


Uj <•»■'«*- 

A,-*- 


/V4.+ <-*/ 


a* 5 


oik** 


Hay 13 — David Watkins contacts Larry Harman of Peat, 
and asks the company to review ttf&Vfti SlliCO tiles. 


Marwick 


May 14 — T-» rrv Heraan and five oth er Peat, Warwick accountants 

j - * 

'W' V 

findings. Based on inform ation ort^<d J?rTmrTr^ briefing, the + rtf 
FBI dete rmines t hey havy^ pfedicata* J to investigate. 

(Wwt — 1 i — — * 

May 19 — David Watkins >».»■ ^ of the 

traval office in Washington, i ncluding Billy Dale. Tells them 
-they have been d ismissed and asK* ™ c <»»r rfur their 

belongings_by_dAy" s end. x*tf tw jefs xi Kamin of the 

Washington Post and George Condon of the White House 
Correspondents' Associatio n. Dee Dee Myers hrirffljftite House 
press corps at 2 p.e. , conf irms t ha t FBI has been called and 
further inv estigation is Lat er that afternoon . George 

Stephanopoulos , Dee Dee Myers, Jsff Eller, David Watkins and 


begin review. In terview several aeebers of the tr avel office 
(which ones?) 

May 15 — P eat. Ma ruick auditors brief members of White House 
counsel's office, administrative staffing Fin about their 
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Hanwin hold backcr r-nund briefing for wires and nets to 
■ore details. vr~ni^ AI **iVflr» Question during photo op; 


telli ng reporters inquintes should be directe d to Had! HCLartv 

Kay 20 — Ceorgft.Stocfie- raoolous briefs Wilt. Hone, nr.e. rr - r . 
Later that evening. G ena Gibbons of Reu ter and Wolf of' 

aw notify Geo rge that ztziey nave obtained the Comelius/Crrt, 
555.° on f“«r«»turing tte, travel office. The? agree to hSTd the 
SEory until George. Dee .Dee and David can meet wi th their h,, r..„ 
chiefs the following *===ung. sen . Christopher Bo rrirel.,",.. 
letter, calling for a ftl^l acc ounting or traveT~staff flr-inee 
be fore the Coyt maent Qcaes commit*- . 

Kaz-21 — George. Dee Came and David meet with B ill Headline 
Wendx_Hslker and V.oj.r_ii iitz *t of OUT 'and bureau Chief and Cue 
GibbonS-nf.CNH. Folloricng me eting, they run story. George, Dee 
Dee, David, Bemie Husshoaum, Vlnei FoeHar, Bill Kennedy, David 
Dryer, and J ohn Collingroood of the FBI then meet in George's 
office to review details Surrounding dismissal . At the end of 
the meeting, John Col l returns to his office to update 
statement. Meanwhile, Fa-eat. Harwlck agrees to produce final 
draft of report. Mtawlnil*, Ann Devrov and noth Knme.iii<f< a, 
George apd Dee Pee Uiai -they hnvrni^alned copv?of Martens SSL 
Dee Dee contacts Harry -~n vim-id. He explains d i iLuuiilgncgg T 
says he will trade down r Darnell Martens. At «;is- nre. staff 
hands out Feat, Hariri ci r report, Comelius/Carda moo and the FBI 
statement. George briefxs White Home press corns'.' La ST. 
Martens comes to the <hi=.te House at Dee Dee's request. <~»n - 
Rut h Marcus from Dee Demo's office to dl senes mm. POTDS is 
questioned during photo 


op vii 


Cyprus, savs change 


wi ll save press 2S Pex rennt on first trinT Finally, ieoroe issued 
a statement layg in yfat flfiY staging the World Hide Travel had 
voluntarily given up ttme White House business! 


hay 22 — PvdUls trar.c tn Hew H a mpshir e, talks extensively about 

the travel office duriseg a session with local radio and 
television reporters. “.Pre ss office distrib utes Martens aeao to 
traveling reporters. 


May 23 Willi ams -a fljjrre accus es White House of "politicizing 1 

FBI during appearance ojpn Meet the Press. * 


May 2 « — s Bffirn p-l - ii i -nppears. outlining charge that White 
House politicized the fro instivy George briefs 

White House press corrs_. Press follows briefing with questions 
about J anet Reno's sutzeagnt tha t proper procedures were not 
followed! " ^ 


May 2S — POTI1 S_ as aaicsed during photo «*. .i nn about allegations 

that White pon Fpf Hv repenty answer that change 

in travel staff has sawed prrTj nnd tnn|Hijfee a mniniy and that 
further questions shcei_id be"referred to McLarty>v. 
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Sometime in Feb-March-April HT said to me that travel office - 
demanding kickbacks.. BL says: "We’re looking into it" (331) 

Weekend in Calif. (5/1S/-5/16) Eller comes to ask if I know what’s 
happening in travel office... I asked if involved with HT’s concern, Jeff 
said yeah, ah that. On sa me day Jeff caugla ck-and-shgwed me Mack 
331) ^ 



Dinner that night - mentioned to President, be asked what it’s about, I\ 
repeated back what I’d read in memo (audit, cash in drawers, etc.) 
["Mack memo?" Is this another memo nr the Watkins memo? Watkins 
lemo isn’t dated until 5/17 so this is probably a different memo]J331) 


In 8a.m. meeting shortly alter fins we were talking about need for 

from FBI I <*imni in that we needed to be careful with this, 

not to dig deeper, I think Christine agreed immediately. Neat I know is 
that we’re in Mark’s office (or Mack’s office) doing chronology after 
FBI has blown-op (331) 


Bernie came to see me at one point to rtunphrin that counsel’s office and 

he had been hurt ass u mption that bec am e counsel there, OK for FBI 

to be there is wrong (332), etc be came to the meeting because invited, 

not because he blessed, etc.. 


"HT probably called me, told me he had assoc, who had proposal for 
cheaper way to do govt, airplanes, wanted meeting 
"1 said fine" 


Darnell came in and met with GSA that morning (don’t know how he 
got mtg. maybe Harry. I don’t know. I didn’t do it) 

Said we did account well, didn’t use well, could re-do and save money 
and might revive small aircraft industry in the process 

I got the impression he He wanted a study 
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* Said he needed an executive order to authorize ICAP to do the 
study ...don't have any recollection that he said we should hire them to 
do study.. J told him to put down on paper what he thought we ought 
to do (be sent memo) 

* 1 paragraph made me think I ought to kick this over to VP - call Elaine 
Kamarck 

* between 4/12 and 4/26 Darnell called and said HT would be in town and 
wants to talk to Bruce about it.. .Darnell scut memo again as a follow- 
up. ..then one day when I was leaving for a trip, HT and DM caught me 
on the way to Marine 1. I told them I thought this should be kicked to 
Elain/REGO. 

* Talking to Harry there was 1) call to BL re: mtg with Darnell and 2) on 
that day on the way to Marine 1 (333) 

* Doesn't know Penny Sample 
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MBIUt.HMD 


-i-K/T<SS^-iTy I 

(T>=*L£. Xn v£sT»a-«^r»<»^^ 

rhui inus or investigation 


»/il/»: 


«. DAVID mum, Assistant to tba President for 
Management and Adainlstratlon, Bi White Bouse, (202} 4SC-2SC1 
was advised of the identities of the interviewing Agents and the 
purpoaa of tba lntervla w. la was inter v iewe d in tba presanoe of 
TE COBB, Attorney, BOOM « nmol (BB), (202) € 37— SB 00, BBS 
Thirteenth Street, MW, Washington, O.C. and K A TB B TB WEBB IOVXLL, 
Attorney , BB. Be tbaroaftar provided tba following information: 

WAT AIMS be gan to week for the CLINTON eaapaign in May 
1*91. In October 1991, be baeaae tba Deputy Cawpalgn Manager. 
After tba election, NAZISMS b e c ane the Biracter of Oparotiena in 
the Transition Office before starting at tba Mbits Mona s in h ie 
current posi tion . Mer to harwlng involved in tba CLINTON 
eaapaign, WATKINS operated an loves t —n t banting fire, THE 
WATKINS SNOOP. 

WATKINS first aat CATHERINE CORMELIUS in Bapt sutler or 
October 1991 while aha was narking an the CUMZOM cawpalgn. 
CORNELIUS was an assistant to tba field aanager and than tba 
travel coordinator for tba eaapaign. fTAMTBSS CAMUS be gan 
working for the cawpalgn in lata Jan e 1992 handling pro se 
reiabursables. After tba election, C0RMEXJ0S worked in the 
transition office in Little Made, Arkansas and CERDA worked for 
the transition aftiea la Washington, D.C.. WATKINS asked CERDA 
if she would stay at the Mbits Bouse and assist in establishing 
the new Administration. Be offarad bar a eis nontb posi t io n as 
one of his assistants. 

Sonatina during January 1992, BARBARA YATES contacted 
WATKINS and asked bin if there was a position for C0RHEUD6 at 
the White Mouse. ESTES is a Certified Public Account who bad 
worked for the firs BEARD, EDRZZ S DOBSON, Li tie Roctk, prior to 
bar working on tba cawpalgn. Baoa u a a of ESTES' re quest , WATKINS 
offered CORNELID* the sane position be bad offered ORDA. 

WATKINS told both CODS and CORNELIUS ha would try to find thee 
other positions at the Mbits Roues after six souths. 


« S/IB/92 a Washington. n.C. N,* 46A-WP-1B6522 Skit -Hb 

sa Pamela bombaadl erei 
» sa daws M- crritt&GT 


OMtaeatf a/n /si 
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..MM WIT mif ». DAVID WATKINS b. S/IO/93 2 


nmn *u mu« eat Cor nelius w utnwM in 

working on envoi related uttan. COirwiT.TDS hod subaittad o 
— " daVpd Doeoabor 11, 1»2 to both HATCHS and IMP outlining 
bar polo In tbo travel portion of tbo oa a p atgn . dbo woo not 
ookod to prepare tbo aoao. In January 1003 , «n— I.TUS pnpmd 
onotbor aoao addressing tbo White Hooaa Sciagraph and Travel 
Of flea (WHTTO) . nmn could not renal! If bo ached CORNELIUS 
to propan that aoao or If bo bad dl atioa oad ita oo nt a nt a with 
bar. 

While CERDA and CCRHEUOS won working in HATCHS' 
office, bo aokod MAST HOORE to propan a aoao outlining tbo 
opantion of tha WHTTO. be had not aokod ram or CORNELIUS to 
writa tba aoao bacauoa tbay won both vary fauay with other 
dutlao. CERDA told HATCHS bo bo d inoultad c—ILTW by aaking 
noore to writa tbo aoao. HATH MS than otatod they wo n tw o to 
write thair own aoao If tbay ohonoo to do ao and tbua CBM and 
CORNELIUS produead tbalr awn aoao. 

Zn lata March 15S3, raSHfliTUf aorta it dear oho was 
"aiserable* in bar job. WATKINS attoaptad to find a pooltlon for 
CORNELIUS with tba Dapamant of Dafanaa but It eould not bo 
arranged. WATKINS than talked to SILLY M B, Dir ector, WHTTO, 
about having CORNELIUS work in tba WHTTO. wawinw had begun 
handling travel a r r a ngaaanto for tba now staff at tba Nhita 
House, a rule not handled by tba WHTTO. Mm told OKI 
CORNELIUS was to work and ba integrated into tba function of the 
WHTTO. DUE suggested CORNELIUS ba wan t to Dallas, Texas to 
learn a travel eoaputor ay atom. WAIA1NA told CORNELIUS the 
position was not necessarily pananant and baeause of tba 
anticipated twenty-five percent r educ tion of staff in October, 
aha e ight again be transferred. CORNELIUS began working in the 
WHTTO in the beginning of April. HATCHS requested that aha 
prepare a nano by Hay 15 cenearning tba operation of tba WHTTO 
with suggestions for laprovaaant. 

In early April, WATKINS raeaivad a telephone call fra 
HARRY THOMASON. HATCHS know THOMASON ainea aonetlaa during tba 
1970's. WATKINS bad vary lltla dea l i ng s witb THCHASCM through 
tha years but was aware THOMASON had worked on tba CLINTON 
eanpaign. In addition, HATCHS kit aw T HO M ASON . RICHLAND, and 
MARTINS (TRM) , an air charter broker, had balpad to arrange 
travel for the eanpaign and THOMASON bad laaaad his private jet 
to the eanpaign. 
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.m «/10/M ■». 


early April, flOC 
had an^ooMstolly 



1b aooq^tini 
in 

the taka* 
■a told 
review and 


in th- air i 

new b oa i n a aa . In a dditi o n , 
the industry U nas I ndividuals in the 
for ysar*. W 11 1 M task no notas of 
Thomason all of the ait* 
corhelius was in tba 

aitoation with heJT^' noUM atatad tha indiwidnals working la 
tha WHTTO Bfaonld ba fixad. la turthar atatad that by ta a ai n a tin g 
tba indiwidnals tna aaplayaaat, tha raaalt mold ba favorable 
naws storias abasing wrongdoing bad baiag " 


vum instructed CiMMEUTlS to "keep bar aywo and aan 
opan*, nooning that aha s h o uld pay attaatien to oaovorwatlons in 
tha wbtto. nnzn did not instruct mow EI.TQM t o look thr oogh 
racorda or naka ocplaa of any do bu s ants . UM1IJW told MI M 
aha thought tba individuals in tha WBTTO warn Using lasish 
lifastylas, bat B BB M did net giwo those rwurti such eradanco. 

In May, THOH ASC M started working at the Mbits M oose on 
a project for inprowing tba staging inaga of tha CUMTONs. On 
May 12, THOMASON want to NASXXMS' office and a atod bin wh at had 
baan ascartainad about astiwltias in tba WBTTO. B THB told 
THOHASOH that COHMEUBS was dua to naka a r e p or t about tbs 
activities in tha WBTTO by May 15 and ba should ap ea k with bar. 
THOMASON talaphonieally eo nt actsd MAXTBMS and raqoastad that ha 
facsiaile a nano concerning tha attaapts of TBM to obtain Mbits 
House business, latar that Sana day, TMOMASOM w ant back to 
WATKINS ' office and told bin ba, THOMASON, bad eaan mingy 
Clinton in tha hallway and they had dlamaaart tha aitoation in 
tba WHTTO. stt.tssw rr.TW Tns told TMOMASOM the natter ahoald be 
handled quickly and tha indiwidnals in tba travel office ahoald 
be fired. 


As a raaalt of that c on v ersa tion with TMOMASOM, 
WATKINS called VZMCT FUSIUt, A s so c ia t e Mbits B o us e Co rm sal and a 
wasting was set op be tw ee n TMOMASOM, COMMEUPS, POSTUt and 
WATKINS, boring tba n e st i n g, it was diacnaaad that PLTkATk was 
tba aole source provider for tba WHTTO. Furtherance the 
allegations of klcfcbscks and tha large aanunt of wonay in tba 
WHTTO account was discussed. COMNEUOS stated aba had copied 
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3 / 10/33 4 


documents from tba MHRO and was maintaining than at bar 
rmsidanem. FOSTER instnetad bar to got tba d ucu aa nt s and bring 
than tooths Whits Bousa. 


tba seating was 

FOSTER, WATEXBB and 1 
Aaaoclats Coansal to tba Frasidant. WE 
Bousa did not bava audit capability; thus 
bava to conduct an audit. Tba 
contact for advioa on an investigation of 
Tba IRS, FBI, CIA, and Treasury 
posslbilltias. WADCUts fait tbara was 
being placed on tba individuals la tba 


with 


explained tba White 
outside agency would 
a to when to 


wars all 


nesting to taka action. 


The next day, FO S T ER askad Sl B Win t if any action bad 
bean taken. They discussed tba possibility of destruction of 
evidence. KEN N ED Y said ha bad not yut board from b is in quiry to 
the FBI. FOSTER stated be bad s po ke n to HIMW CLINTON and she 
had inquired as to tba status of the na tter, letor that day, 
FOSTER, WATKINS . and FUST T9GMASS0H, WRTEIBS* As sist a nt , sat 
with THOMAS F. "MACK* WCLARZX, Chief of Staff, to < 11 sense the 
matter. MCLARTY stated be was already aware of tba situation 
because be bad baan informed by KTTJART CUWT0W. UATKIXS advised 
taking a alow approach to the natter. Be co nt a ct ed LARRY HERMAN, 
KPMG feat MARWICK, to discuss having a review c o n d uct ed on the 
operations in tba WHT30. KERMAN was c ont a ct e d baeausa be bad 
training in connection with tba Rat iona l P er for m ance Review. 
WATKINS explained tba situation to KERMAN. It was ag r ee d the 
review would begin at 7:30 an the next day. May 14. 


On May 14 WATKINS left Washington, D.C. to attend his 
daughter's graduation. Be was cont a ct e d numerous times during 
tbs day and info m ad tba a ccount ing rwvisw revealed abysmal 
record keeping and Biasing petty cash. Lata in the day, 
THOMA5SON told WATKINS that JEFF EXJXR, Deputy Communications 
Director, bad Beet with MCLAXTX and told MCLABR tba 
Administration, was losing an opportunity by not roloaoing tbs 
story to tba prase. ELLER inoistsd a c tio n bo inediately taken. 


WATKINS was told by TB0MABB0M that WTT.Tsmv eUHTO N and 
THOMASON wished to speak to him, WATXXME, o en o ornln g tba action 
in the WHTTO. WATKINS called HILLARY CLINTON and adviood bar of 
the findings of tba review, tie et at— 1 be taken, 

1 said lately to be cortsla'kbbas~aoh.'KrJLmSiy ^^r , ffi ie* > *' < * * *" 




Aftar tha ilolml of Cba MUTU 
TBAVTL, Lltrti* ~ - 


1b en in 

__ — _ ray priar to th« 

to diacua* availability. KUXXXC callad fK«n r and 
Aar h a n aa dad bar ts do a good job. gmn jr H WKT lWHr 
rj iiit a et ad max Shimc, aehartarhrafcar.Jand aakad bar «o aaalat 
in tba eparatien at tha WHO. 
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— . w. Mvip warns 


3/10/83 .»«. 6 


«mn believed tbs benefits tba 
trcn tba wrzo i nc l u de d aid la s h i pp i n g 


for tbi'ipnB corps not to has* to clear a B.S 
inspection op 


jarps rscolvsd 

of wins, arraigning 


, j upon arrival in tba Halted States, and o rche strating 

tbair traval in a lavish fashion. For avaa p l a, tba type of 

acholic bsvaraga oonaunad by tba individuals in tba paraaa ontja 
naabara, ragardlass of pries, ana availabla upon tbair ar riv al cm 
a flight. Tba individual pnaa agendas vara billed for the 
alcobol as a cost of tba fli g ht . 


HATTHU bad little kaovlodga ■ i»<ag tba problaan 

POSTER bad with tba Dahar'a Offiea other than estimates for 
renovations to the residence in tba tbits deans ware co n s i d era bly 
lass than actual cost a. KUKXdS did not dise a s e tba aattar in 
any depth with FOSTER. 

Tba following is descriptive and biographical data 
concerning «. DAVID UATXDtl based on o b ser v ation and intarviav: 


Also Know is 
Oats of Birth 
Sax 

Baca 

Place of Birth 
Social Security 
A ccount Busbar 
Address 

Telephone Busbar 


WTTI.TMi DAVID BATOVS 

July 10, 1B41 

Mala 

Bhita 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 
FXOM: •' DAVID WATKINS 

SUBJECT: 





At a preliminary maser, tbs procedure 
unfair. Even in dm cemext of Gamal 


agency is 
pnhlirarinn This it 
be addressed and 



party to lespcod lo the cnrum o of the repot. OiiteM W^r, » 
others directly invotvad were afforded any opportunity to tabs 
of the inietna l Re v iew. 



In this case, I was notified of the forthcoming re p rimand nomad 10 x.m. on July 2. But I 
received a copy of the rep or t shortly ifnx noon the mne day, and at grt exact time fra 
that briefing the r eport was poblidy released. I was never i fl m dad the op portunity to 
respond, and until this memorandum, I have never irqwnde d as the report or its aments. 


With the recent teleem of GAO sndils and the resultant press covera ge and crit icism of my 
office, seeing the record saaight on the Tsavei Office oc cur rmtx s is inip o nan t 


BACKfiftntTWn 

As you recall, aa issue 
February and March 
Family was 


.2 


d e v el oped b crwirn the 1 
and i 

that] 

uparr with the delayed a 


r*s aad my parts."Tbe Rat 
, and the Hist Lady in 


Likewise, in this case, the Fra Lady took interest in having the Travel Office timarinn 
resolved quickly, following Harry Thomason's bringing it to her anrntinn Thomason 
~ — the Travel Office was i mpro perly funnelling 


DRAFT 


business to 2 niui wr company, ^ told her that the functions of that office could be 
easily replaced »"d reallocated. 


Once >*»« «wu is «« rty Fi i li Lady's if—*, Vince Foster b rr a iHf involved, and he and 
Harry Thomason nphdy ■■■*< me of her attention to the Travel Offic e s i tu a tion — as 
well as her insistence that the be resolved immediately b y repl a cing the Travel 

Office staff. 


Foster regularly «t me that IheHntladf vat concerne d and ricrirrd actico — the 

artirm dcslied was the firing of the Travel Office staff. On Friday, eUc I was in Memphis, 
Foster told me that it was imponant tbat I speak directly with the Hot Lady that day. I 
called her that eve ning and she con v ey ed tn mein dear Wl »»* that her drains fat swift and 
clear action to resolve the amarine She tnrntinncri that Thomason had exp l ain e d hew the 
Travel Office could he run after remo v ing the current staff — that plan included bringing in 
World Wide Travel and Fen ny Sample to handle the basic travel Amnions , the aaaal a c t i o ns 
nirm pm dismissal and in light of that she action mas in otder. 


On Monday matting, yon came to my office and met with myself and Patsy Thomasson. At 
that meeting you e xjilab ied that this teas on the Hot Lady's 'radar screen." The menage 
you conveyed to me was dean hnmediam action meet be taken. I rapUincd to you that I 
had decided to tenninase the Tisvel Office employee^ and you expressed relief that we were 
finally going to ale action On resolve the in cu u fcnuiiy with the Hat Lady's 

wishes). We both knew tfaas there would be bell to pay if, after oar ftfflnre in the Secret 
Service situation rustier, me failed m ale swift and decisive action in c mfteniily with the 
Fust Lady's widmt. Yon then app rov e d the to ■»'"■■■■■'» the Travel Office staff, 

and I indicated I mould send y«M » mMmraidnm —itHfAiy rtw HvriAi «wf plan, which I 
did. 


I have never stated all this so ctearty before, but to Asm a mmpir t r. and accurate picture it 
must all be kept in mind while reading the specific criticisms of the Podesta Management 
Review. I will now address those atticisms directly. 


RESPONSE TO SECTION IT T USCOSSION OF PRINCIPAL ISSUES' OF TRAVEL 
OFFICE REVIEW 

"Travel Office Management* (Page 14): 

The review conducted by KPMG Peat Marwick uncovered serious 
financial muBnanagcmcn L * At 


At the strong rec ommend ation of myself and often in my offi ce, KPMG Pol Marwick was 
brought in — insarad of having the FBI take over — to re v ie w die finan c ia l 

practices of the 'navel Office. I concurred in Peat Marwick’s analysis and conclusions: 
Management of the Travel Office was abysmal. 
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Ticaimait of the Travel Office Employee* - (P**e 15): . . . 

■While iD White Hoorn Office txapiojca tave ste flame of the 

PBytes, the abrapt aasncr of dtemiad of the Travel Omen 


In the coavamien ^ the Travel Oflte-e aff Lrfn™ 

?^!^^!! f ^f%»^im r i«Mtttd«aMfteWhi» Boom 1,111 

SE?S5£fee«»«=* 

from their job* and provide then «n«d<filioeil ten weeta h W' ^ *“ 

nd nked them to tawe im netody. ^ rf ^ 

micmana^-mert, it MS bCS tO diSlllilS the 888ft cffiCOe 


The aUessnoo m the repast that this was i 
pleasure of the President and a!I in the W 
extremely loer tolerance tor the severaly i 
thu office. In lijht of the Fits Lady's i 
concurre nce , the ibrapt mmner " " 


eiaplo ygg mode «t the 
is 



, tom my 


and your 

e the only option. 






/ 


X ft 
XX ft 


.jf f r ft' 



As early as Feb ruary , the imeat of Management and A dm i ninra ncn was to review and 
reorganize the Travel Office before October l into a leaser ^ 

other office within the domain of Management and Arhmnhni Bon, from the Photo Office to 
the Telephone Office to the Travel Office. Hat r emain ed the plan until the intense pressure* 
surr ounding ‘mfi ifait arose in May. If given time to develop* the origin al plan to 
reorganize the Travel Office for a smooth transition in September would ha ve aDowe d^tte 
Travel Office employees to seek other federal ptarrmrstf , along with o ther E xceptive Ora* 
of the President saff, m anticipation of the end of the fiscal year staff cuts; how ever, when 
pre ssur e be gan to build for immediate action in the Travel O ffi c e, the long-term plans were 
short - circuited . 
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Whit* H«m bad aritod toe FBI to towage** £2kr bad aiao mamaaaad toe FBI is 
b aakaaf tott satewe. W«do» aad Bkr were 

i Fewer*! mad gan—dy'a merrnmno t© 
a. Wadctoa did a&a^x to nato Myen. 
i to nw background pw fariefiagi the 
to that Hymn avoided the r 



At It. 


I afUmy 19. 


Rev ealing ^ oagojag FBI investigaiioo was imrnutive, but that fceteomprised one sentence 

in a daft venion of talkas poims dated by <ae of ny nff aad ifi^dnued fcrramw op 

the mcnimz of Mar 19 — tte day of tte trrniiiaritm. He aDmg paints were rtimii miai to 
Foster, Kennedy, Myra, and EBer with the expecutico that we would bavc mail the 2 
o' cloc k pms briefing to get the kinks mtnir * rMi oat of the talking p oints Ai s ooa as the 
suEgffffign ramr tft Hrfgte the TffrrrtMT m tbs Miir it was done. I u nnvufi ncly went to see 
Myers to inform hff of the change and sensitivity to the on g oing nwesrigaaon, but she had 
giww tn t hr fflTi with die Pi **«*Uwt x strode that aeaience from EDcr*s copy and asked him 
to inform Myen. As soon as Myers seamed tom the HSU, prior to noon — mote than an 
hour before the press — I proceeded to her office and told her not to m e nrinn the 

FBI investigation. She informed me that it was too late. She had already r es p o n d ed by 
phone to a repor t e r's inquiry by phone. 


Thus, this was a "w*** 1 ” on my part h>fmtg I was not intuitive enoug h to take die 
talking points drafted by one of my stiff and realize that the FBI investigation should not be 
mentioned - despite the strong support this provided for White House a ctio n s, 


*Gelhmtoe playto a into to tbe diesoaeal of toe Tnvel Office 

c^toyeae. mi toe too tod e penonto robe to toe eotoone. As toe time moot toe 
wrote on toe Tirai Office aoato, toe wm eefer to «vk to nd. if poenMe. manage 
too Office. Bar propae) te leeifantoe toe aval office was appropriate «ad would be 

onetodaw d mm) in enj nawiiinn pw Bat her nde to toe decmaa-ma)da| 

jiim !■ efier sto m effect. as ‘inrnnr* of toe Travel Office employee*, by 

coUeettog ***"*■"— «■ aBaging rn«Tii« wrongdoing. w ■» jagpepao. ... 
[EJvary effort toould be node to toaolato toe federal gow 


> have played a role m the 


At 20. 


Catherine Cornelius had no pan in the HietniwaU I put no stock in most of what Cornelius 
told me *Trwpi to the de g r ee it was Her arguments for dismissal end reeuganiaiion 

had absolutely no h«""g an the decision to terminate the employees. If her input had 
been respected, the need for Peat Marwick would have been negligible, but in light of her 
self-interest and her tendency to exaggerate, I decided to rely exclusively on a pro f e ssi onal 
accounting firm. Catherine Cornelius, despite the Review's suggestion to the contrary, had 
absolutely no role in the deemon-making p w*w « and was in no dan ger of being in 
charge of the Travel Office. My intent all along was to put a trained financial manager over 
all the White House administrative oper a tions, including the Travel Office. 


COE 812269 
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When I owned Crime to the tori OBee, I fid «* tar to pmrifc a *qw» * on 

ti m[1 | c «- j n- — liwwt OTUHiMfle and C3DSSC8CB t& the TW® OfnCS. S nC 

w pteed to fl* Otfa taem of h* prior tottew ^ BMdiB 

aoveteoot of mr inriw oilSec - «bse te !ad become a feUBgr » opaiaoo*. 

IL ' I I i Ti if" wilh CBhcrinc. I lacr flat her cona^a 

n7 — -L m . ni|— *-** — hnt «» t tot in te bob. I imi i rwl to dariH t faog wa h which 

Idiacreed&ontbMelteafbtbdpfbl. Ouflnnm», *» » 1» w icMpp te 

Tnvei Office rahor r— ' /%Hh^.mrbn>iaaadnrlaBat»i 



After CBtaame b«» n *accB»* sf te 1M OBk* kcr aaefy on a 

fcaallewd. Iiiut«iBWBdhB'>Btei»Bri»ftM"lbMiicfb«rrib »ii'M»«»° *fcr frM _ 
ibott the arirpafcBMi byte tori OBco Mg. hriiiuiB ciln ril for otte r, noo-toal 
input oter than te Ifqr 13 iqxat I «cs spaoia(. All tel te war 

m light of her knowobiM. To pot it riaply, te tad no inpoct so the deeuion-nalaa* 
process otte than by providing formal intemooB. 



totTwd “ At 20. 


Pan of the p tw far ; »w »»M» rin> replacement of the Travel Office stiff ws use of World Wide 
Travel Service to book commezdal flights for the Office. Utis aspect of the pbn was 
riiOTtw^f with all mtemted !»«»_ and all coocoxzed with kDowkdfC that Wodd Wide had 
been the campaign's tnvd agent. This made the most setae dae to the fact that we could 
not have publicly solicited bids in light of « o«fi>Vwt™Kty concerns and when we had ongoing 
b usiness *»■*«*« that had to be taken case of immediately following the ter minatio ns. 


As for the my l o n gtime y ^ pn iwiwy with Betta Carney and World Wide Travel, I must 
point to my experience in die « world. There, iriiancr on a firm from whom one has 
received nrrprinnal service is the rule. 


As well, since the time 1 was a client of World Wade's sad sin c e World Wide was a diem of 
my advertising agency m the 1970s, 1 have person al ly and pwifinsin oally used at least half a 
dozen other travel services. So, any suggestion that calling diem in fins case derived fiom 
Jtffhat history is ab s ur d, and the «iggpwin»i« of improper favoritism were likewise 

absurd. 

We had rec ent experi e nce with World Wide, and b aa ed an that expe rienc e I knew we could 
rely on diem far w « fc<w wi> iity in wH preparing to handle the Travel Office 

business, until the business could be subject to fall and open 

CSE 012290* 
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'Noh of thM imf as y 



IB8B1BBBI3EQ 11 
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by Wodd Wide, which » e we&- 

H Camay. Wodd Wide 
■mm flhly tbnagh as 
at fnaiaf e local n^poner 


At this paint in the aqaence of evens, with the pin ipprov e d by the First Lady and 

the yourself «n.iiB«og resort to Wodd Wide Travel, it would fane unnecessarily heightened 
confusion to recruit u unknown travel service. Again, a primary source of die problem was 
the abruptness e juu vt by die calls for imme d ia te in the Travel Office and the at least 
daily inquiries, g my pin to dowiy shift as the final year came at done had renamed 
intact, a navel agent would have been p roc ur ed in a tame transparent fashion However, 
at the woio of hmog Wodd Wide it was taeowa that they had a OSA c o ntra ct, hiring 
World Wide was not as qneshonable or ‘aon ^iaaped l i v e * as the Report or the press would 
have one believe. 


laeMt m Snpk. fMMdMS «d Aar AdMhMgi, id hwdla ynw dMwn <a • 



Like World Wide Travel, P e nny Sample was past of the short-term pin for running the 
Travel Office after the twinim hnHt was willing to vohmtecr her services without 

her or her company receiving any compensation — became we realized, like they did, that 
they would be c onfUfted out of virtually all White Home hnonrg — we believed the 
conflicts and a pp^rf'rf of favoriiissi Hpwi sufficiently addressed. Again, we did 

not believe it to be fsvoxitisin to have a farmer service provider for the volunteer 

to assist the White House. 

"White House Management" (Page 21): 

"The White House mode t numhwr of msoafeant mieihi m hurtling the Travel 
Office.* 

"Lax Procedures" 



the ecopc of hk or hra-iwignrat m note good practice. • At 21. 


Management and Administration had no part in h"iipn| Thomason the White In 

fact, the res p o n si ble office failed or intentionally ne g lec t ed to infor m Management and 
Administration of the nature of his work. Contact with this Office an the subject consisted 
only of the Fust Lady’s Office calling to insist on immediate access for Thomason. 
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" Placing Cornelius in Travel Office." 

‘Given Combat' p i i i nnrsl a 
haw placed her a the Office i 


l the Tnwei Office, Watkins should not 
scahowtha Office should be 


Ks stated above, Catherine wu placed in the Travel Office becnueof her experience in 

tnvd «ad to «Dow te » nake * oeanmsfnl *ad agnifiett ran^^jnwtlm 

Adminimtkm. The original anignmeat was mric tp tee if ** would wort 
, ^ntiy — if the Sdriat work and If it Btewi» nted her. The itpon.I allied her to 

S^^crvidcooM^lf 

office, it y * help 
flat office bare of her exrenave 

then-candidate Bill x"t«"«"" She was not paced m the Travts voi s* 
lecoimnendztioas on its future nu n 1 lut e- 



Catherine was not asked to investigas or do cument wrong do ing by the Tiavel Office naff- I 

understood that she lacked experience to pertam such a task. Catherine was mere ly asked 

to observe what ■■ ■■■«nit «l in the Travel Office - nothin* farther was requested or expected. 
Special uainin* is not needed to keep one's eyes and eats open, to observe. I never asked 
her to collect documents or other infor mation; she uadeKook this of her own voltnon. 


"H, m April. Watidaa WoofSt O. ■ 

awnmdr.bOwlibnitaaaiii 


The suggestion that this could be more pro fession ally h a ndled is absurd. I noted the 
allegations, but thought they could wait for review — and knew they would be exam i ne d — 
during the course of die planned internal review of the Tiavel Office. For that reason, no 
action was tatrwi other than to ask to Catherine to " ke e p her eyes and cars open. 


"Poor Planning." 

"That. w no tcWouue 


the dismiss It * At 21. 


the Travel Office m tht aftermath of 


Harry Thomason that he pul a more efficient structure in place in an hoaxes 

time to handle all the ««w of the Travel Office. While I believed that my original plan to 
carefully review the Travel Office would best serve the White House, when I spoke with the 
First Lady on Friday night, May 14, she ritad Thomason's plan as support for the need for 
imnwiit. awiww T hat action involved uttiiattig World Wide Travel and Penny Simple in 
the short them' As well, in my memo to you on May 17 explainin g my intent to terminate 
the Travel Office employees the next day, the intention to use World Wide Travel was 
outlined. You ap proved this action based on this memo prior to the a cni a l ter minati ons. 
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•For* 


la tight of the s 


(this is the primely 
the services 
Thomamn ngulari y 
be assumed with (he 
Travel Office 
iamajim upUxw ct 
needed 10 perform the t 

Immediately 1 
staff to make all i 
the fact, butt 
resources to peribna the job. 


I m<*» 10 Oro While Home prro. 

■ rote vnriarf drovty wife thv Taxi OSes 

t fevy provided rod the 

1 by Waddas.” At 22. 


it would have bear foolhardy to consult the 
one Ccenclins’ experience 
ph reded upon), roe in fra did know 
C Bh fl BB C rVro n x H w t rout Harry 
d the prea charter function could easily 
bo, plans to replace these aspects of the 
w» phfV • Vi (hr dt t m iwi h Htt, Vks tltfi Ittd fik 
evident, I t omnritte d lo provide w hat ever manpower was 
the Travel Office staff bad perform e d . 

1 weze held with the press and press advance 

t front my office far all nece ssary 


The aba— af a >)■ yin opi.a droll axil iai roe afWarid Wide Tmal rod p»nr 
fcHlaaf Air a drororo. adaab SaTOad Wa rbai|ro of fc—pero already dianro.it.’ 
At 22. 

As e xp lai ned above, the ptan root to use Worid Wide Travel and Penn y Sample^ these was 
no absence of a plan. - Par any of tiro newd for wxfiAii iii iity nod the "rot far quick action, 
reliance on those rohh rohwn roe hnd espesmoe seesned the only animal deciaon. Having 
performed ruperhly in the ""pip and in light of our need for immediate navel agent 
support - due to the ptcanre far immediat e acnon front several q uar t e rs — we iby-jib-d the 
plan would include a h o e nmu refiaace no World Wide Travel. 

I would have much preferred to have my staff carefully review the Travel Offioe and make a 
b a ile d bu sme n pfam for the new fiscal year. This proved imp-Bit. though, what the 
pressure for a c tio n from the Rat Lady and you t-a—. inerisdble. This demand for 
immediate action farced me to accept hastily formulamd p>»"« far hasty, inadvisable action 


'Overview.* 
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i in ■ non careful. deUbeme fuhion. Before 
toy <V«- i r Hw i wac swfc. the TrevtJ Office es*lpy*** AcmSd b*ve breo uuer^ewed 
wdotW White HoareMff^aatemood the opea&oM of the TrevcJ Office 

Aould here tree nr— *—* Tf 1^1 1 — i i — * d mood *r r ropm ic « new — ~— 

ibocJd here end readied far japlea—iarion before W ecooo wu 

jniT obonid here mated (be Tsvel Office coployeet wub 
At 22. 

As above, I too would have much preferred to have niy staff carefully review the 
Travel Office and formulate a droned business plan for the new fiscal year. This proved 
impossible, though, when pressure for action became irr es i stibl e. If forced me to accept 
hastily formulated plans for hasty, inadvisable action. 


CO NC LUSION 

I think all this «**frw* rfear that the Travel twidwit was driven by pressures for act io n 
originating outside my Office. If I fo"»gh* I could have resisted those pressures, un dertaken 
more considered remained in the White I certainly would have done so. 

But after the S f g y et Service incident, it was made dear that I must more for nr . fi , ill y and 
immediately follow the direction of the Hist Family. I was convinced that failure to take 
immediate ^ rrir* 0 in das would have been directly r ,mtrjf y to foe wishes of foe Hist 
Lady, something ***** would not have fr**** P in light of foe Seiaet Service in c i de n t 

earlier in the year. 

For this reason, I was forced to nT ,f k* Tt ' a ^ the Travel Office i eorganixation without a 
business plan firmly in hand — vimgfhing I had never before done in years as a m a n a g ement 
consultant, where such plans were my business. 

All failings outlined is the Podcsa Management Review were rather mistaken and groundless 
criticism, or were based on anions dirtatrri by the need for instant action. This 
reorganization required more careful review, but in this case that possibility was foreclosed. 
Delaying anion was beyond my control. 


■IIIIUIIU 
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QUESTIONS AKO ANSWERS 
Whit* House cooperation. 

Question: Did the Mbit* Houaa cooperate with tha GAO? Did 
the White Houaa rafuaa any intarviawa or refuse to produce any 
documents that tha SAD raquastad? 

Aaauar: tha White House did not rafuaa to let any witness 

be interviewed by the GAO. Any White House official that tha GAO 
raquastad was made available. 

the GAO raquastad that tha First Lady respond to 
written questions, and she did so. To tha extant that her 
answers ware relevant to their investigation, those answers are 
reflected in tha GAO re p o r t. 

f Wa should not release tha CAP'S Questio ns or Mrs. 
Clinton's rasponsasTJ 

Question: Why did it taka tha GAO so long to couplets its 
review? Mas it because tha White House was dragging its fast? 

Answer: Tha GAO's report makes dear that it conducted an 

exhaustive review, Interviewing scores of witnesses both in tha 
government and private citisens. Tha GAO evidently also raviawad 
thousands of documents gathered from numerous sources. Tha GAO's 
coaprahansiva review apparently took sane time to complete. The 
White nouse did whatever it could to assist tha GAO in its 
investigation. 


FW *00111 
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White Bousa prasaura on other agendas. 

Question: What about the FBI and the IRS? Did the White 
House put pressure on those agencies to cover up a political 
decision that the White House Bade to get rid of career employees 
in the Travel Office? 

Answer: The GAO's conclusions on these issues closely 

tracks the conclusions reached by the White House Management 
Review. The GAO concluded that the circumstances were such that 
it could have created an appearance of pressure on the FBI. But 
the GAO quotes the FBI agents involved as saying that they did 
not feel under pressure from the White House. As to the IRS, the 
GAO concludes that the White House did not contact the IRS at all 
in connection with this matter. 


PM 00013* 
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Barry Tboaasoa 

Qua* t ion: What about tha rola of Harry Thoaason in all of 

this? 


hnsaer: Tha ShO's conclusion on this lssua closaly tracks 
tha conclusions of tha Management Ravi aw. Tha OKO conduct** that 
tha whit# House arrad in paraittlng Mr. Thoaason, as an outsider, 
to raaain involved in this issue after ha first brought it to the 
attention of people in tha White House. 


PM 000140 
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March 16, 1994 

Hr. Hall Eggleston , 

Associate Cornual to eha President 
Tha Wilts Honaa 

Daar Hr. Egglestons 

As part of oar review of etaa Hhite Boose Trsrsl Office, vrs 
have identified additional Informa tion we need froe a few 
individuals. He would appreciate yoar assistance in Having 
the following individuals provide responses to ee addressing 
the questions indicated in the enclosures! Mrs. Clinton, 

Hr. Panetta, Hs. Killians , and Hs. Theeasson. 

He would appreciate receiving this inf creation Hy March 25, 
1994. Unless the responses r-ise other unresolved issues, 
these questions would close our outstanding requests for 
interviews with these individuals. He appreciate your 
Immediate attention to this request and reco gn i s e the short 
timefrans we are requesting. If you have any questions 
regarding this request, please call ee at (202) 512-5074. 

Sincerely yours, 

v-fL* 

Nancy Kingsbury 
Director ■ 

Federal Human Resource Management 
Issues 


Enclosures 
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GAO QUESTIONS FDR MRS. CLINTON 

The White House Management Re pa n d eiaiba . an pMfc 9, the fallowing: 

That afternoon (May 13], before Fester talked to Waddm about Feat 
Marwick. Foster went to see the First Lady an a matter ureisied to the 
Travel Office. The First Lady told Faster that the had heard abont problems 
in the Travel Office. Faster replied that Kennedy was looting into it Late 
that afternoon, she srwMcLany and inipmedabaat the sinaium in the 
Travel Office. Fastersabseqneatiy mfoimedhertbatPealMniwickwas 
going to gadget a r e v ie w of the Office.* 

In our interview with Mr. David Watkins, bemad that (a) eilbjr 14, Mrs. fimtmi 
(throngfa Mr. Fatter) bad wipwiml aa htteratar swarenam of the ^nation in the Travel 
Office: aad (b) that it wai Mr. Watties’ andersmsdiiigtbntMr. Harry Thomason to 

have an update on the situation, Mr. Watkins reported that in asahsctprciit conversati on 
on the same day, Mrs. CErrtao (a) mentioned the 25 pereoit (Wfaba Hbaaa) Off redaedea 
goat (b) said it would be good to have W people* wetting m the Ttevai Office; and (c) 
au'd that the adminintatroa had been mtimiad at the rime far 

positions. and had delayed too long. We also note th»t the White W"»~» Travel Office 
Management Review contain* a copy of a memantadma don Mr. Wathim to Mr. McLarty 
which wat marked ax *ee" to Mrs. Cfintan. and which describes the steps taken to review the 
Travel Office matter and the decisions made to remove the nplfy« »w»4 rjr ry m.t th. 
functions with other staff 


We respectfully request Mrs. Clinton's official reyminn the fnltf ony 

1. How would you describe and to whom wonld yon attrfimts wigiii of the 

to remove die Travel Office employees? 

2. How would you rhatartrme yonr mtg m rim ri— ■winn ? 

3. Did you ask or direct that any earn be tab*. hv ^ a. nn-~ 

House Travel Office? 


Is Mr. Wacians’ characterization of his ditmiricm with yon, as r eco r d ed by us, 
accurate? If ool how would yon d eagib e the d ncaiBO n ? 




Did you participate is any other discussions with White House staff qrMr. 

Thomason concerning the White House Travel Office daring the 

period leading up to the removal of the Travel Office employees cm May 19, 
1993? If so. when aad how would you d eieril * rimw 



449 



the white house 

WASHINGTON 


April C, 1994 


Haney A. Kingsbury 
Dir e c t o r 

federal Bases Issoares Ktaagaaeat Xssoas 
Gansrsl aovernsent Division 
esnarsl A cc o untin g OfElee 
Washington, D.C. 20S«> 

xs: SAP Bsoneeta far Assnmsss to Written Questions. 

Osar Ms. Xisgsbuzy: 

Attached plasma finl vrittsn responses to tbe gosstimo 
that SAP posed to Mrs. Clinton. 


Very truly 

w. Mail B 
Asaoeists Counsel to ths President 
(202) 494-7901 
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1. Kra. cilwten doas set tew the art gin of tha 

•to raaeva tha White Boom Travel fifties aftloyaas. Sha baliovas 
that tha decision to tazsinata tha oftlnyoao weald hava baas aada 
by Hr. Watkins with tha approval af hr. HcLarty, 

2. Kra. Glisten was swore that ft. was wadartaklsg 

a raviav of tha aitnatiea la tha ftaval fifties, hot aha had as 
role is tha dart a ion to tarwiaata tha oftlnyeao 

3a Hrs. distaa did 88t that lay t»k«n fay 

anyone with regard to the Travel fifties, athar than aftrasalsg as 
intarast is receiving lnfernstlsa abest the caviaw. 

«. **— njTfl*"*"" nrrt TaijplOlitlLnniiioi oarlmi 

aaaa laval of detail ja.fr.. Wttlns>_ fha rarwna that an Friday, 
Kay l«T" aha “had a wary short talaptuma eall with ter. Watkins. 

Hr. watkiss statad that Kr. faafear had sonMnnoil that Hrs. 

Clinton was latarsstad is kneeing ftat was fifty an with tha 
Travel office. Kra. eUstaa knaw that ft. Mobs was eat of 
town. ft. Watkiss e a s v ay a d to hear that aaaa T*t ha was sot In 
wasblngtoa, his off lea was *»*~*"g appropriate — . 

s. Xrs. Cli nt o n has a general recall anti m of having 
eonvarsatlens with ft. Footer and ft. SeCsrty about tha ftaval 
Offlea situation prior to tha taKrtaatioB of tha ftaval effigy 
aaployaas. tha has ao apartfle raeallaetlaa af any 
eonvaraation with ft. Thnaascm an this laaoa at that tins. 

Mrs. Clinton baliavaa that Sha T"** with ft. Foster 
about tha ftaval fifties bofera has t a l a |hnns eall with Hr. 

Watkins, the also baliavaa that aha had a vary brief 
eonvaraation with Kr. weiarty seaatlna haters aba spake with sr. 
Watkins. Zn that eonvarsstlon, aha told ft. MeLarty that aba 
hoard about prablans la tha ftaval fitfles and wasted ft. Helarty 
to be awara af It. 

Hrs. Cl i nton doas not raeall easing tha Way 17 
aasorandua free ft. Watkiaa to ft. BeLarty wntU attar tha ftaval 
Offlea aaployaas wars taralaatad. 
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White House Travel Otfice 
( 966604 ) 


B. Homan 
3 - 23-94 

B - 1 c 


Uprnrri of Interview with Thomas " Maclc” McLartv. The Whl£e . Hous e V 
Date: March 21 , 1994 

Participants: . 

GAO : _ 

Nancy Kingsbury, Director, FHRMI 
John Baldwin, Assistant Director 
Bob Homan, Senior Evaluator 
Mike Volpe , Assistant General Counsel 

The White House: 

Neil Eggleston, Associate Counsel to the President 
I Mack McLarty, Chief of Staff 


Mr. McLarty said the following: 


On the Thursday after the travel office employees were fired, Mr. 
McLarty gathered in his office a large group of all the White 
House staff who had participated in the travel office matter tcj- 
obtain a ‘’deeper understanding of what occurred.” It was a very 
serious meeting” that lasted about 2 hours. Both he and Mark 
Gearan agreed after the meeting that the White House should 
conduct a very objective, thorough, and prompt internal review of 
the travel office matter. Mr. McLarty decided that John Podesta 
should head the effort since he had not been involved in the 
decision to fire the employees and had the right background. Mr. 
Podesta commissioned Todd Stern to help him prepare the report. 
Mr. McLarty imposed a 6-week time limit on preparing the report. 
Mr. Eodesta and Mr. Stern did the daily work on the report. Mr. 
McLarty monitored their work but did not participate In any 
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interview! , Mr. McLarty agreed with Hr- Podesta's comment to ui 
that he hadn't become very involved in the management review 
until the week before it waa leaned. 

Mr. McLarty involved Leon Panetta in the management review 
becauee of OMB' s management responsibilities. Mr. Panetta waa 
alao considered to be objective because he had no involvement in 
the firings and had good standing. 

Mr. McLarty did not place any limits on Mr. Podesta about who he 
could interview. Mr. McLarty did not know that the Justice 
Oepartaent would ask that they not interview the former 
employees . 

Mr. McLarty decided that the internal review be dona out of 
concern that they -made the right decision ia the wrong way" and 
that they may not have treated the former employees 
appropriately. 

Mr. McLarty walked Mr. Podesta into the Oval Office to interview 
the President about the travel office, but did not stay. Mr. 
McLarty did not attend any of the nanagement review interviews. 

Mr. McLarty learned after May it, when he was considering 
reinstating the travel office employees, that Billy Dale and Gary 
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Wright had primary financial responsibility for the travel 
office. He does not recall who told him. 


The travel office matter could have been handled in a more 
"orderly, thoughtful, sensitive manner.” 


Hr. McLarty did not approve David Watkins' decision not to allow 
the travel office employees an opportunity to rebut the 
allegations against them. 


'The travel office employees were dianassed_because of the 
findings contained .in .the Peat Marwick report?"} Mr. McLarty did 


not change his opinion on why they were fired after the 
management review was completed. Mr. Watkins proposed firing the 
employees in a memo to Mr. McLarty (dated May 17 — exhibit H of 
the management review), which Mr. McLarty approved on the same 
day. Peat Marwick confirmed the allegations of very poor 
management practices in the travel office. Mr. McLarty and Vince 
Foster decided to have Peat Marwick complete the audit of the 
travel office, rather than fire: the employees on the basis of the 
allegations immediately. 


Mr. McLarty never discussed the travel office matter with Darnell 
Martens or Catherine Cornelius. He didn't discuss the travel 
office matter with Harry Thomason until after the disisissals. He 
never met. Mr. Martens. 
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On Hay 14, 1993, Mr. McLarty discussed firing the travel off lea 
amployaaa with Jeff Ellar who cane to Mr. McLarty'a of flea to 
discuss tha natter. Mr. Foater joined tha Beating. Mr. Ellar 
expressed the strong opinion that there was mismanagement in the 
travel office and that the Whits House needed to act quickly. 
However, Mr. Foater suggested that Feat Marwick complete the 
audit before the enployeaa were fired and Mr. McLarty agreed. 

Mr. Eller waa not happy with this declalon. Mr. McLarty did not 
initiate the Beating with Mr. Eller; Mr. Eller came to Mr. 
McLarty' s office without invitation or appointaent. When we 
aeked why Mr. Eller assarted hiaself in this matter, Mr. McLarty 
said that Mr. Eller dealt with the press, is very energetic, has 
strong opinions, and was not acting out of character. He did not 
know, however, how Mr. Eller learned about this travel office 
matter. Mr. McLarty was not aware at that time of Mr. Eller's 
relationship with Ms. Cornelius. If he had known of tha 
relationship, it night have made some difference, but he would 
have reached the sane decision about the travel office employees . 
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Mr. McLarty was awara through Mr. Watkins* memo of tha plan t o 
install World Wlda Traval In tha traval office, but ha didn't 
raise any concerns about It. Be wanted to make sura that the 
traval office continued to provide Its service. Mr. McLarty 
never met Mr. Martens or Ms. Sample. He never got the Impression 
that Mr. Watkins had a plan to use World Wide and Ms. Sample 
before the traval office employees were fired. No one mat with 
Mr. McLarty to get certain people In place for the travel office. 
The travel office was Mr. Watkins' responsibility. 

Mr. McLarty was aware of the allegations of kickbacks in a 
general way. He is unaware whether the allegations have been 
substantiated. The decision to fire the employees was 
independent of the allegations concerning kickbacks. 

Mr. McLarty was not involved in the decisions that World Wide and 
Ms. Sample should leave. He nay have been informed that they 
were leaving. 

Mr. McLarty did not give Mr. Thomason an opportunity to review 
the management review. He called Mr. Thomason the night before 
the review was released to notify him that it was "objectively 
critical" of his involvement, but did not discuss any of the 
details. Their conversation was not a debate or discussion. Mr. 
Thomason expressed his disappointment. 


S 
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Mr. Eller, Ms. Cornelius, Mr. Hatklns, end Bill Kennedy all 
received reprimands. Mr. McLarty discussed the plan to Issue 
reprimands with Mr. Panetta, who agreed that this was the proper 
course to take. The public announcement of their reprimands was 
a negative experience for them. Issuing the reprimands was a 
difficult and serious matter. Their actions deserved the 
reprimands, but there was not clear cut delineation of who was 
responsible for what. All four individuals may disagree with the 
reprimands. He net with each of the four individually about the 
reprimands. They had emotional reactions to the reprimands. The 
reprimands were not documented in their personnel files, but the 
reprimands are clearly on their "records." 


Mr. Watkins is much sure involved in the travel office operations 
now than before the firings. Mr. McLarty interviewed Steve 
Riewerts for the travel office director jcb. Mr. McLarty 
discusses the travel office operation with Mr. Watkins and Mr. 
Riewerts on a regular basis. Mr. McLarty has not required Mr. 
Riewerts to produce any written reports or audits. 


Mr^JlcLartvjlid jiot^dlBcuss th e trave l office with the Presid ent 
until after the fi rings, when he Informed him abo ut «■*»« 
management review. On the Thursday afternoon before the firings, 
the First Lady stopped by Mr. McLarty's office to say that she 
had heard about inefficiencies in the travel office and asked him 
to look into it. The meeting lasted about 10 minutes and covered 
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The White Rouse has issued new procedures with respect to access 
to the White House by nongovernment employees. Mr. Eggleston 
said he would obtain these procedures and provide thee to us. 


It is difficult to say whether Mr. Thomason influenced the 
decision to fire the employees . The decision to fire the 
employees was based on the Peat Marwick report. Mr. Thomason wa s 
working in the White House to help stage- events and_to_use_the 
White House better for that pugBSW- Mr. Thomason was well 
qualified to help visually portray events in the residence. Mr. 
McLarty did not see Mr. Thomason in the White House during the 
period he was there and did not know what he was doing. Hr. 
McLarty 

meetings about the travel office. Mr. McLarty did not know that 
Mr. Martens was working in the White House. Mr. Thomason and Mr. 
Martens did not participate in any policy discussions and never 
met with Mr. McLarty. Mr. McLarty would be present at any policy 
discussions. He is unaware of any documents that would explain 
what Mr. Thomason and Mr. Martens were doing in the White House. 
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Mr. Thomason could hav« requested a meeting with Mr. McLarty and 


Mr. McLarty would have met with him, bu t he d id not. . 


The travel office incident has sensitized the White House about 
access to the White House by nongovernment employees. "Floppy" 
access passes that must be turned in at the end of the day are 
used now for individuals not a part of the official White House 
staff, rather than "hard passes"-- which are good for a longer 
time period. Mr. Podesta may have documented these new 
procedures, but Mr. McLarty is not certain. 


Mr. McLarty does not know if Mr. Thomason and Mr. Martens were 
interested in the travel office business. 


Mr. McLarty was not aware that Ms. Cornelius wanted to be the 
travel office director. 

Mr. McLarty does not know what type of personnel support Mr. 
Thomason or Mr. Martens may have been given in the white House. 

When asked why the White House revised procedures for dealing 
with IRS,-. Mr. McLarty said this was done as a good position to 
take, not that anything improper had occurred in this matter. 
**th respect to the new White House policy about contacting the 
FBI via DOJ, Mr. McLarty does not recall any discussion about 
which specific DOJ officials should be contacted. 
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We asked Mr. McLarty whether ha decided that Mr. Poster's office 
should be searched after his death. However, Mr. McLarty did not 
answer that question on the advice of Mr. Eggleston, who said 
that it conflicts with what Robert Fiske, the special counsel, is 
investigating. Mr. Eggleston feared that our report would be 
issued with Information about this issue before Mr. Fiske could 
look into it. We did not press the question. 

Ms. Maggie Williasis nay have more infomation about what Mr. 
Thomason was doing in the White House. 
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Shannon Tanner 
i 1511 Skyline Drive 

North Little Rock, , AR 72116 

Reimbursement 
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94039275064 


SCHEDULE BP CLIHTOH PCS PRESIDENT 

XTOCXZSD DISBURSEMENTS 
July 1, 1994 - Sapt aabc 30, 1994 

Pag* 

* of 13 

Lin* 26 

PAYEE/ ADDRESS 
PURPOSE 

DAT! 

FOR 

AMOUNT 

Tha Watkins Group 
10800 Financial Cantor Fktry 
Littl* Rock, AR 73200 

Lagal/ Accounting 

09/13/94 

PRIMARY 

3000.00- 

Tha Watkins Group 
xosoo Financial Cantar Pkvy 
Littla Rock, AR 72200 

Lags 1/ Accounting 

09/13/94 

PRIMARY 

3000.00 

Worth an National Bank 
200 Wast Capitol 
Littla Rock, AR 72203 
v 

Payroll Taxas 

09/19/94 

PRIMARY 

396.21 

i, o 

Intaraazzo 
O 101 Wast Capitol 

Littla Rock, AR 72201 

■r> 

^ Laga 1 /Accounting 

09/26/94 

PRIMARY 

35.97 

Departacnt Of rlMMCt 6 Main 
- 1 P.0. Box 9941 
_ Littl* Rock. AR 72203-9941 
Ck 

Payroll taxas 

09/25/94 

PRIMARY 

1055.42 

0 I C L, Inc. 

J 9801 Hu ir lands Blvd. 

^ Irvina, CA 92718 

cx Othar Coaptr. Rantal , Suppliaa 

\ 

09/27/94 

PRIMARY 

10038*39 

oidakar, Ryan 4 Laonard 
818 Connacticut Ava am 
Washington , DC 20008 

Lags 1 / Account log 

09/27/94 

PRIMARY 

15417.06 

SUBTOTAL of Expand itura* this paga - 

32943.09 
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30, 1994 


Page 10 of 13 

Line 26 

DATE FOR AMOUNT 

09/28/94 PRIMARY 15000.00 

09/29/94 PRIMARY 23775.90 

09/29/94 PRIMARY 57.43 

09/30/94 PRIMARY 3000.00 

09/30/94 PRIMARY 610.21 

09/30/94 PRIMARY 525.00 

09/30/94 PRIMARY 610.87 

page - 43579.41 
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SCHEDULE BP 


CL IN TO N FOR PRESIDENT 


Pag* 3 of 9 

Line 26 


October 31 - Oeneeher 31, L»»« 



PAYEE/ ADDRESS 
PURPOSE 

DATE 

FOR 

AMOUNT 

The Watkine Group 
10800 riHAJfCXAL CENTER PUNY 
LITTLE ROCK, AR 72200 

Legal /Accounting 

10/27/94 

PRIMARY 

3000,00 

W or then National Bank 
Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, AR 72203 

Payroll Taxes 

10/27/94 

PRIMARY 

357.95 

Uniehippers Association* 
P 0 Box 23B6 
Columbus, HS 39701 

Shipping 

10/28/94 

PRIMARY 

66.90 

Central Records 
1600 East Gregory 
North Little Ro, AR 72115 

Office Rent/Facility 

10/31/94 

PRIMARY 

555.32 

Uni shippers Associations 
P 0 BOX 2386 
Columbus, MS 39701 

Shipping 

10/31/94 

PRIMARY 

29.40 

Grueny's Rubber Stamp Works 
210 S. Gaines St 
Littls Rock, AR 72201-2218 

Office Supplies 

10/31/94 

PRIMARY 

24.27 

Department Of Finanace 6 Admin 
P.0. Box 9941 

Little Rock, AR 72203-9941 
Payroll Taxes 

11/01/94 

PRIMARY 

124.06 

SUBTOTAL of Expenditures 

1 

1 

1 

4157.90 





>5039621076 
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‘5029621078 


€ 


SCHEDULE BP 

CLINTON FOR PRESIDENT 

Page 7 

Of 9 

ZTBI1ZB) DISBURSE! 
October 31 - Dconbtr 

(ENTS 

31, 1994 


Line 26 

PAYEE/ADDRESS 

PURPOSE 


DATE 

FOR 

AMOUNT 

Laura Shaehoy 
891 High Street 
Dedham, HA 02026 

Legal /Accounting 


12/20/94 

PRIMARY 

1522.50 

Laura Shaehoy 
891 High Street 
Dedham, KA 02026 

Legal /Accounting 


12/20/94 

PRIMARY 

1837.50 

The Terrace 
200 Academy Drive 
Austin, TX 78704 

Legal/Accounting 


12/20/94 

PRIMARY 

109.72 

Worthen National Bank 





Little Rock, AR 72203 
( Payroll Taxes 


12/23/94 

PRIMARY 

351.24 

Worthen National Bank 





Little Rock, AR 72203 
Payroll Taxes 


12/23/94 

PRIMARY 

437.33 

Wright, Lindsey t Jennings 
Attorneys At Law 
Little ROCk, AR 72201-3699 

Lega 1 / Accounting 


12/30/94 

PRIMARY 

2377.04 

The Watkins Group 
10800 FINANCIAL CENTER PKWY 
LITTLE ROCK, AR 72200 

Lega 1 /Account ing 


12/30/94 

PRIMARY 

3000.00 

SUBTOTAL of Expenditures this pegs - 

9635.33 
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SCHEDULE BP 

CLINTON FOR PRESIDBfT 

Paga 

2 of 6 

January 1 - March 31, 199S 


Lina 26 

PAYEE/ ADDRESS 
PURPOSE 



DATE 

FOR 

AMOUNT 

Laura Shachoy 
891 High Street 
Dedham, HA 02026 

Legal /Accounting 



01/31/95 

PRIMARY 

1987.50 

world Wida Traval 
2228 Cottondala Lana 
Littla Rock, AR 72203-2701 

Air Traval 



02/02/95 

PRIMARY 

2318.00 

unitad Par cal Sarvica (AR) 
P.0. Box 10001 

*■ Littla Rock, AR 72295-0001 
Shipping 



02/06/95 

PRIMARY 

31.53 

Cantral Racorda 
1600 East Cragory 
North Littla Ro, AR 72115 

Office Rent/Facility 



02/07/95 

PRIMARY 

551.14 

Public Offica Corp. 

911 2ND STREET, N.E. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20002 

Lags 1 /Account ing 



02/07/95 

PRIMARY 

2000.00 

Tha Watkins Group 
10800 Financial Cantar Pkvy 
Littla Rock, AR 72200 

Laga 1 /Account ing 



02/07/95 

PRIMARY 

3000.00 

MCI (TX) 

Dravar #99450 

Ft. Worth, TX 76199-0450 

Phona Long Distance 



02/07/95 

PRIMARY 

770.53 

SUBTOTAL of Expandituras 

this 

paga - 10658.70 
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( 6 *) 

SCHEDULE BP CLXWim PC • RSI 

rtDKRT 

Page 

4 of 6 

Line 26 

January! -^MarchSlT'lRPS 


PAY EE /ADDRESS 
PURPOSE 

DATE 

FOR 

AMOUNT 

Unishippara Associations 
p 0 BOX 23S6 
Columbus, KS 39701 

Shipping 

02/17/95 

PRIMARY 

37.70 

Sharry Curry 
4223 So. Lookout 
Littla Rock, AR 72205 

Legal/ Accounting 

02/24/95 

PRIMARY 

100.00 

Targat 

4000 McCain Blvd. 

O' KO.UtUt nock. Alt 72116 

Off ia. SUppllM 

03/0B/9S 

PRIMARY 

<c 

m 

Pulaski County Tax 
•> P.O. Box B130 

Littla Rock, AR 72203-S130 

TT 

Proparty Taxas 

03/09/95 

PRIMARY 

61.15 

■k Chaars On Broadway 

First Fadaral Savings Plasa 
rO Littla ROCK, AR 72201 

Lagal/ Accounting 

03/10/95 

PRIMARY 

12.42 

1 Tha Watkins Group 
o. ioboo Financial Cantar Pkwy. 
Littla Rock, AR 72200 

Lagal /Accounting 

03/13/95 

PRIMARY 

3000.00 

Laura Shachoy 
S91 High Straat 
Dadhaa, HA 02026 

Lags 1 /Accounting 

03/15/95 

PRIMARY 

1545.00 

SUBTOTAL of Expenditures this 

p«go - 

4034.25 
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SCHEDULE BP 


CLINTON FOR PRESIDENT 
ITEMIZED DISBURSEMENTS 


Page l of 5 

Lina 26 


April 1 - Juna 30, IMS 



PAYEE/ ADDRESS 
PURPOSE 

DATE 

FOR 

AMOUNT 

The Watkins Group 
ioboo Financial Canter Pkvy 
Little Rock, AR 71212 

Legal/Accounting 

04/07/95 

PRIMARY 

3000.00 

Rawleigh Ralls 
12901 Soutbridge 
Little Rock, AR 72212 

Salaries 

04/13/95 

PRIMARY 

5.72 

OldaXer, Ryan 8 Leonard 
818 Connecticut Ave NW 

Washington, DC 20006 

CO 

^ Legal /Accounting 

04/20/95 

PRIMARY 

29582.98 

_The Watkins Group 

10800 Financial center Pkwy 
H Little Rock, AR 72212 

Legal /Accounting 

05/08/95 

PRIMARY 

3000.00 

MCI CIL) 

^ P. 0. Box 2238 

Bedford Park, IL 60499*2238 

PO 

Phone Long Distance 

05/08/95 

PRIMARY 

791.22 

Laura Shachoy 
^ 891 High street 
^ Dedham, MA 02026 

Legal /Accounting 

05/12/95 

PRIMARY 

487.50 

Laura Shachoy 
891 High Street 
Dedham, MA 02026 

Legal/Account ing 

05/12/95 

PRIMARY 

1560.00 

SUBTOTAL of Expenditures this 

page - 

38427.42 
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1 Vince Foster Travel Office notebook (CGE 895-1240 - note: pages which 
were blank were omitted) 

2 July 1995 (date of May 15, 1996 on the documents indicates when 
document printed out for production, not when document created), Foster 
chronology 'prepared in anticipation of Congressional Hearings (DF 
781054-781095, DF 781066-67 refers to Craig Livingstone arriving at the 
White House at 7:15 or 7:20 a.m. on July 21, 1993). 

3 July 15, 1995 Memorandum to the File from Jane Sherburne, Subject: 
Senate Deposition of Craig Livingstone, DF 781649-781650). 

4 July 9, 1995 Memorandum to Jane Sherburne, Re: Foster Travel Office 
File: Custody and Disclosure Issues (DF 78008-780018). 

5 July 10, 1994 Memorandum for Lloyd Cutler, Special Counsel to the 
President from W. Neil Eggleston, Associate Counsel to the President, 
Re: Foster File, cc: John Podesta (CGE 5909-5918). 

6 July 8, 1994 Memorandum for John D. Podesta from W. Neil Eggleston, 
Associate Counsel to the President, Re: Reporting on Foster Documents 

7 August 9, 1993 Report of Special Agent Scott Salter regarding Vincent 
Foster, FBI investigation between 7/29/93-8/9/93 (excerpts of report 
including summary and interviews of Stephen Neuwirth, Bernard 
Nussbaum, Charles William Burton, Thomas (Mack) McLarty, David 
Gergen, Clifford Sloan, David Margolis, Roger Adams, Margaret 
Williams, Patsy Thomasson and David Watkins and Foster 'suicide 
note".) 
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CGE 000898 
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Memorandum 



The General o»w 5/28/93 

r '” m | ij^Sirecror. FBI 


s u b,.«: AH INTERNAL REVIEW OF FBI CONTACTS 

WITH THE WHITE HOUSE AS RELATED 
TO THE INVESTIGATION OF THE WHITE HOUSE 
TRAVEL OFFICE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM 


Please find enclosed a coop rehens ive reporx of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation's (FBI) internal reviev of its 
contacts with the White House as related to the investigation of 
tne White House Travel Office. 

This internal reviev vas directed by Associate Deputv 
Director - Administration Weldon L. Kennedy. 

The FBI's reviev determined there is no siwifir nnHi-p 
th sr arov'H .t '~”'- ,|j inCf in vh»r .. - uni 17"° , 

i . e . , the White House initiating c nnrarvr uith f h. rut tn «slr fnr 
aui dance or assistance in a nnr»nn«n» '-«"i — < pa 1 
However. I believe the FBI acted correctly. FBI personnel 
declined to offer "guidance", restricted their interest to the 
parameters of a possible criminal investigation, and did not 
commit to conducc.-.ng a criminal investigation until after 
consultation vith appropriate personnel within the FBI and the 
Department of Justice. 

Existing FBI policies primarily ..nvolve contacts by the 
white House relating t " nnnnin q investigat ions and the FBI's 
requirement to Keep the Department apprised of investigative 
matters. 


The FBI is taking steps to assure that any direct 
contact by White house personnel , related to ongoing or potential 
criminal investigations will be promptly reported m fbtho. In 
addition, the FBI Legal counsel wm work closely with DOJ in the 
development of procedures and policies involving White House 
liaison. 


Enclosure 
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The Attorney General 


5 / 23/93 


Director. FBI 


AN INTERNAL REVIEW OF FBI CONTACTS 

WITH THE WHITE HOUSE AS RELATED 

TO THE INVESTIGATION OF THE WHITE HOUSE 

TRAVEL OFFICE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM 

Please find enclosed a comprehensive report of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation's (FBI) internal review of its 
contacts with the White House as related to the investigation of 
the White House Travel Office. 

This internal review was directed by Associate Deputy 
Director - Administration Weldon L. Kennedy. 

The FBI's review determined there is no specific policy 
that provides guidance in what was apparently a unique situation, 
l . e * the White House initiating contact with the FBI to ask for 
guidance or assistance in a potentially criminal matter. 

However, I believe the FBI acted correctly. FBI personnel 
declined to offer "guidance", restricted their interest to the 
parameters of a possible criminal investigation, and did not 
conan to conducting a criminal investigation until after 
consultation with appropriate personnel within the FBI and the 
Department of Justice. 

Existing FBI policies primarily involve contacts by the 
White House relating to ongoing investigations and the FBI's 
requirement to keep the Department apprised of investigative 
matters . 


The 'FBI is taking steps to assure that any direct 
contact by White House personnel, related to ongoing or potential 
criminal investigations will be promptly reported to FBIHQ. In 
addition, the FBI Legal Counsel will work closely with DOJ in the 
development of procedures and policies involving White House 
liaison. 

Enclosure 
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XK INTERNAL REVIEW OF rBI CONTACTS WITH THE 
gBIIE HOOSE AS RELATED TO THE T IVESTICATTOH OF 
TffiE_«TCTS HOOSE TRAVEL OFTICE 

The internal review of the FBI's contacts with the 
white House as related to the Investigation of the White House 
Travel Office is provided in three parts; 1) Existing FBI policy 
relating to such contacts; 2) A chronology of FBI contacts with 
the White House May 12-24, 1993: 3) Observations relating to FBI 

adherence to current polices and procedures regarding such 
contacts. This investigation was conducted under the direction 
of Associate Oeputy Director-Administration Weldon L. Kennedy by 
Inspector- in-place Ivian c. Smith. 

EXISTING FBI POLICY RELATING TO CONTACTS WTTH THE WHITE HOPSF. 

The Legal Counsel Division, under the direction of 
Assistant Director Joseph R. Davis, conducted an extensive review 
of in excess of seventy volumes of files relating to contacts 
with the White House. 

Seve'ral Federal statutes, not necessarily inclusive, 
were located that may be relevant. The citations, and brief 
description of two are as follows: 

- Title 2c. C.F.R. , Section 0.85a (Criminal iustice 
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policy coordination — requires that the FBI report 
to the Attorney General on all of its activities. 

- Title 28, United States Code (U.S.C.), Section 
535(b) (any information, allegation, or complaint 
received in a department or agency of the executive 
branch relating to criminal violations involving 
Government officers or employees must be expeditiously 
reported to the Attorney General by the head of the 
department or agency) . 

A comprehensive review of available files failedto 

■ ** 

revea l a specific policy or guidance th at addressed a situar inn 
where the White House made direct contact with the FBI for 
purposes of obtain ing guid ance, or a request to conduct 
investigation , in a criminal matter. The information found in 
thi s review provides guidan ce for FBI responses to requests for 
infor mation for ongoing investigation, not a crim inal complaint. 
For example, in a memorandum of 7/20/72 from D.J. Dalbey to 
Mr. Felt entitled "Dissemination of Information The White House, 

Criminal Cases" it was noted “ from a strict legal 

standpoint, there is no specific authority for it. The authority 
and the obligation of the FBI are to keep the Attorney General 
fully informed...." 
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A guidi ng prin ciple appeared to have been establ ished 
in a speech given by Attorney General Griffin B. Bell before 
Department of Justice lawyers on September 6, 1978. As re lated 
to insulating Assi stant Attorneys General from influences that 
could affect decisions in crimina l cases , Attorney General Bel l 
stated in pertinent part "Thu s, all communicati ons about 

particular cases (by) members of the White House staff should 

be referred to ay offi ce or the offices of the Deputy or 
Associate Attorney General." On October 18, 1979. Attorney 
General Benjamin R. clviletti noted t he principles announced by 
Attorney General Bell had "w orked wel l" and he intended to 
continue them. 


On February 10, 1981, Attorney Gen eral W illiam French 
S mith, in a memorandum entitled "Outside Contacts" reaffirmed the 
previous principles and procedures, all of which concerned 
nenriino cases, not criminal complaints. 

wit hin the FBI itself , again there is no reference to 
procedures relating to receiving a c riminal complaint from the 
Whi te House, or a request for "guidance" i n a potentially 
criminal matter. For instance, in a memorandum of 7/3/84 from 
T.T. O'Connor to Mr. Revell. entitled "Criminal and Foreign 
counterintelligence Investigations Involving Presidential 
Appointment and White House Staff and Access Personnel" the issue 
related to procedures to notify aoorooriate n»— »- -•'« 
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-hite House of ongoing investigations involving individuals with 

White House access, etc. 


Finally, by letter of May 24, 1993 . to Senator 
Joseph R. Biden, Jr. from Deputy Attorney General - Designate 
Philip B. Heynann, the emphasis is " . .. on a pending Depa rtment of 
Justice investigation or criminal or civil case " 


Beyond the files themselves, no relevant policy or 
procedures were located in Attorney General orders. OOJ orders, 
Ixecutive Orders, the Manual of Administrative and Operational 
Procedures (MAOP1 or the Manual of Investigative Operations and 
Guidelines (MIOG) . 


A CHRONOLOGY OF THE WHIT 


Late on Wednesday, May 12, 1993 Unit chief James A 
3ourke. Criminal Investigative Division (CID) , received a 
telephone call from William Held Kennedy III, Associate Counsel 
to the President. Bourke and Kennedy have had frequent contact 
cue to Bourke ' s position as Unit Chief of the Special Inquiry 
Unit responsible for White House background investigations and 
Kennedy's position as it involves White House security. In that 
telephone conversation. Kennedy advised he was seeking guidance 
and possibly, assistance in a confidential matter that may 
.nvolve an embezzlement of funds. Bourke advised Kennedy he 
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would determine the appropriate unit with which Kennedy should 
confer and would recontact Kennedy. 

Early on Thursday, Hay 13, Bourlce discussed the natter 
with Unit Chief Richard B. Hade, Governmental Fund Unit. Based 
on the virtually non-existent details then available, no 
determination could be made as to the appropriate unit to which 
to refer the natter or who should recontact Kennedy. Bourke 
recontacted Kennedy himself requesting further details, but 
Kennedy remained vague as to details, and commented the natter 
ha d to be handled immediately or he would refer the natter to 
another agen cy, specifically me ntio ning the Internal Reve nue 
Service. 


Shortly thereafter, Kennedy was telephonically 
contacted by Unit Chief Howard B. Apple, Interstate 
Theft/Government Reservation crimes Unit. Apple was advised by 
Kennedy that he wished to speak with someone personally rather 
than over the telephone. Whe n advised that an ag e nt fr om the 
Washington Metropolitan Field Offi ce would be dispatched to meet 
with hin, Kennedy ins isted that an F BI Headquarters manager mee t 
with him, noting that the matter to be discussed was both 
extremely sensitive and bein g dire cted by the "highest level 1 * at 


the White House. 



532 


■IIIIIIIIII 

CGE 001963 


After consultation with Deputy Assistant Director (DAD) 
Danny o. Coulson, Unit chiefs Apple and Patrick J. Foran, Safe 
Streets/Policy and Planning Unit, were designated to confer with 
Kennedy. DA D co ulson also advised .Associate Deputy Director w. 
Douglas Sow of the natter, and forwarded a "note* to Assistant 
Director (AD) Larry A. Potts, Criminal Investigative Division 
(CID) . 


Ke nnedy initially advi sed Unit Chiefs Annie and Foran 
that the natter to be discuss ed was being directed at the 
"h ighest level ” at the White House and inn edlate action was 
required. He requested guidance a s to how to best to handle the 
natter. 


He proceeded to provide details of the. operations of 
the White House Travel and Telegraph Office. He discussed such 
issues as employees living life styles beyond their salaries, 
cnecks written from the office's bank account to "cash" in large 
amounts; how a new female employee (not initially identified) was 
"shunned” by the original staff, and lack of competitive bidding. 

Kennedy presented three options available to the White 
House Counsel; 1) fire the seven employees: 2) send then hone, 
seai the office and conduct an audit; 3) s end h alf hone , and use 
the remainder to assist in the audit. 
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Unit Chiefs Apple and Foran refused to provide Kennedy 
vith advice in this regard but did advise him that if sufficient 
predication existed, the FBI could conduct a criminal 
investigation. Kennedy was aldo advised that an FBI representive 
would be in contact with him later in the day. 


The matter was then discussed with DAD Co ulson, wh o 
advised DAD Fred B. Verinder of the matter. Onit Chief Richard 
B. Wade. Governmental Fraud Unit, was briefed an d in the early 
afternoon of May 13 th. Unit Chi ef Wade a nd Supervisory Special 
Agent (SSA) Tho mas L. Carl met with Kennedy in Kennedy's offic e. 
Kennedy explained the functions of the White House Travel Office, 
outlined the issues he had received from Catherine Cornelius, a 
recent employee of the Travel Office, and ashed for guidanc e, 
noting that the curren t Administration lacked- experience in 
handling this type o f situatio n. He was advised by Unit Chief 
Wade that in the absence of more specific information it would be 
difficult to offer such advice. 


Kennedy in troduced Vincent W. Foste r. Deputy Counsel to 
the President, who advised of the White House concern for th e 
situation stating quick action was necessary, — as they feared J &e 
matter woul 


Kennedy and Foster were advised that the FBI could 
conduct criminal investigations only with sufficient predication 
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that a violation of federal law within the FBI's jurisdiction had 
occurred, and that, to that point, insufficient information 
existed. 


Kennedy and Foster then introduced Unit Chief Wade and 
SSA carl to Ms. Cornelius, who stated her suspicions were aroused 
due to the alleged life styles of the employees of the Travel 
Office. She also recounted other concerns, i.e., no competitive 
bids, checks written to cash, and of the head of the Travel 
Office. Billy Oale. allegedly demanding a five percent "kickback" 
from a Miami based airline. 

Ke nnedy and Foster were advise d there appeared to be 
suffic ient predication that would allow the FBI to conduct an 
inve stigation , however, a final determination would be made once 
the matter was discussed with the Department of Justice. Foster 
also mentioned that he inten ded to have a "performance review" 
cond ucted by outside auditor s. Some discussion was held about 
FBI agents observing the auditor's review, however, in a 
subsequent call to Unit Chief Wade, Foster stated he did not wish 
for agents to be involved. 

Upon returning to FBIHQ. Unit C hief Wade and SSA Carl 
brie fed Section Chief Thomas T. Kubic and provided him with an 
electronic message outlining the situation. That message was 
immediately forwarded to DAD verinder and AD Potts, describing 
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the situation, and informing them that an Assistant Special Agent 
in Charge (ASAC) at Washington Metropolitan Field office (WMFO) 
had also been briefed. 

on F riday, Hay 14, Section Chief Kubic discussed the 
with Jerry McDowell, Chief of the Fraud Section, 

Department of Justice (DOJ) . McDo well, after consulting with 
Jack Keeny, Deputy Assistant Attorney General (OAA G) . Criminal 
Division, DOJ. advised that O OJ's Pub l ic Integrit y Sect ion sho uld 
be briefed regarding t he mat ter. Section Chief Kubic directe d 
Unit rhi.f Wade and SSA Carl to brief Joseph Gangloff, A cting 
Chief of the Public Integrity Section at DOJ. That afternoon SSA 
briefed Gangloff who concluded, based on information at the 
time, that there was indeed sufficient prediction for the FBI to 
initiate a criminal investigation. Ganglaff provided SSA Carl 
with the names and telephone numbers of two departmental 
attorneys if need arose to contact a DOJ attorney over the 
weekend. Section Chief Kubic was provided with an update, and in 
turn, promptly advised DAD ve rind er. 


Ken nedy contacted Unit Chief Carl on tw o occasions t o 
provide a status of the review bei ng conducted by audito rs. 

On Saturday, May IS, Kennedy contacted SSA Carl and 

requested a meeting to provide Carl with a further update. Carl 

and a WMFO s miad s upervisor met with Kennedy and ano ther White^ 
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Ho use employee , Patsy Thompson, in the White Hous e . Kennedy , 
Thompson, and later, auditors from Peat Marwick, provided a 
briefing of their review of accounts in the travel office. 
Essentially, that review had determined that the records of the 
travel office did not meet accepted standards ensuring adequate 
accountability for funds, and that business was conducted in an 
atmosphere that could lend itself to abuse. 

On Wednesday, Ha y 19 , in response to a Whit e House 
d aily press briefi ng, and inquiries from the media, the FBI press 
offi ce prepared the following statemen t: 

“We understand that the results of the audit of the 
White Bouse Travel office will be referred to the FBI for our 
review." 

This press release had been prepared by the FBI Press 
Office. Th e Director indicated his approval with the pres s 
release by initialing a copy of the press release that date. 


That press release was forwarded by facsimile to both 
the DOJ Press Office and the White House. It is standard 
procedure to send copies of press releases to other agencies that 
are mentioned. in FBI press releases-the White House included. No 
response was received from the DOJ or the White House. 


on Thurs day, May 20, SSA C arl telephonically contacted 


Kennedy to obtain a status report of the auditor's review of the 
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Travel Office accounts. Initially it was thought by Kennedy the 
report would be available that date: however, he subsequently 
advised it would not be available until Friday, May 21. 

Also on Ma y 20, In spector-in-Charge Jo hn E. Collin gwood 
electronically ad vised the Director, Deputy Director Clarice. AD D 
Gow, and AD Potts of the fact that the White House had^ advised 
the press that FBI a gents had been to the Whit e Hou se reg arding 
this matter. Insp ector- in-Charqe Collin gwood also suggeste d 
langua ge in a press resp onse to provide guidance to continued 
press inquiries. That press response is as follows; 

"At the request of the White Souse, the FBI has had 
preliminary contact with the White Bouse and the auditors brought 
in to audit the White House Travel Office. We anticipate 
receiving the final report of the auditors soon and will analyze 
their findings and conduct appropriate investigation. Beyond 
that, we are not in a position to comment." 


This May 20th press response had been approve d by th e 
Director (with s..ight modification from the original language 
offered by Inspector-in-Charge Collingwood) who initialed the 
hard copy of the electronic mail, and by electronic mail response 
the following morning. This press response was also sent to the 
DOJ Press Office and the White House. No response was received 


from either. 
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Later, on the afternoon of May 20, the press response 
was modified to read as follows: 

"At the request of the White House, the FBI has had 
preliminary contact with the White House and the auditors brought 
in to audit the White House Travel office. We anticipate 
receiving the final report of the auditors soon and will analyze 
their findings to determine the next steps in the investigate r.n 
Beyond that, we are not in a position to comment." (changes 
indicated by underlining) 

This modified response was released without formal 
approval as is standard procedure, but copies were sent by 
facsimile to the DOJ Press Office and the White House. The 
modification was made to be more consistent with what was being 
stated. Inspector-in-Charge Collingvood discussed the matter 
with Carl Stern, Director of Public Affairs, DOJ, who stated he 
had no problem with the response. 


Also on May 21. Inspector-in-Charge Collin gvood, while 

out of the FBIHQ building, was advised that he had been summoned 
to the White House Press Off ice. He went directly there, and was 
advised by White House Director of Communications George 
Stephanopolous that he had called for him in orde r to confirm 
that the event's being described by the White House Press Office 
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w ere accurat e. Also at the meeting was White House Press 
Secretary Dee Dee Myers, White House staff member Dave Levy, and 
several others not known to Inspeetor-ir-Charge Collingwood. The 
meeting lasted ten to fifteen minutes a nd essentially cansiei-c ri 
of Stephanopolous, and others making statements, and the asking 
.Ins pector-in-Charge Collin gwood to confirm their accuracy. 
Steoh anooolous also asked if it could be state d the FBI ha d— a 
ba sis to conduct a criminal investigation and was advised that it 
was accurate tc make that statement. 


On Friday, May 21, SSA Carl recontacted Kennedy 
regarding the status of the auditors' report, and late that 
afternoon, a copy was provided by Kennedy after it had been 
released to the press. 

Upon returning to FBIHQ, Inspector- In-Charge 
Collingwood made another modification to the original press 
response as follows: 

"At the request of the White House, the FBI has bad 
preliminary coatact with the White House and the auditor brought 
in to audit tl>e White House Travel Office. The contact pr oduced 
sufficient information for the FBI to determine that a dditional 
criminal investigation is warranted. We anticipate receiving the 
final report of the auditors soon and will analyze their findings 
to determine the nest steps in the investigation. Beyond that. 
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ue are not in a position to comment.” (changes indicated by 
underlining) 


That mo dificatio n initiated by Inspector-in-Charge 
Collingwood was made with a two fold purpos e; 1) to reflect the 
far r the FBI did have a predication for the criminal 
investigation; 2) to respond to press inquiries to the effect the 
FBI had been "duped* into supporting a White House decision to 
fire the staff of the Travel Office and to replace the staff with 
political appointees and a relative of the President be placed in 
charge. The modification was forwarded by facsimile to both the 
DOJ Press Office and the White House. Th e White House shortly 
ther eafter released the FBI's press r esponse to the media wlthgu tj 


consu ltation with the FBI - 


On Monday, May 24, the wmfo Supervisor with 
responsibility for the matter telephonically contacted Kennedy 
and made arrangements to commence an investigation by 
interviewing travel office personnel on Wednesday, May 26, 1993 


Wt.. 

'U.C. 


OBSERVETIOKS * 

In the absence of specific policy or procedures, the 
FBI reached both correctly and responsibly to the contacts by the 
White House. For example, the FBI did promptly report the 



541 


c 3 3 r* 

contacts to personnel at the DOJ which is consistent with 
requirements of Title 28, C.F.R., Section 0.85a and Title 28, 

United States Code (U.S.C.), Section 535(b). DOJ was advised of 
the White Ho use initiated contacts with the FBI on several 
sep arate occasio ns and personal FBI notification was made to 
three separate DOJ entities, i.e., the Fraud Section, Public 
Integrity Section, and the DOJ Press Office as well as to DAAG 
Keeny . Fu rther, no commitment was made to the White House to 
condu ct a crimin al i nvestigation until after consultation wit h 
DOJ and the FBI p ersonnel , in contact with the White House, 
refus ed to provide “guidance " in the matter, restricting their 
involvement to the parameters of a potential criminal 
investigation . 

This incident, based on the extensive research 
conducted, wou ld appear to be uniq ue. The FBI will notify 
employees that any direct contact by White House personnel, 
related to ongoing or potential criminal investigations, must be 
promptly reported to FBIHQ. 
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For Clinton aide 
Watkins, polities 
is no kiddie ride 

Man behind Travelgate’ finds D.C. 
a far cry from Arkansas agency ufe 



Ay SMvan W. CfllfoH 

WASHINGTON— it has been a roller 
coaster rummer for David Welkins. the for- 
mer Little flock. Ark., ad agency executive 
wao is in charge 01 making «**ire the Clin- 
ton White House operate* smoothly. 

J**«i pro weeks ago Mr. Watkins, ***** 
tape to the president lor managenwui and 
administration, reveled in his selection as 
the Ad v**. tiling federation's Man 

of the Year. 

But three days later, on July 2 . the reverie 
ended xbruptiv when White House Chiel of 
SuH Thomas McLarty UJ officially— and 

publicly— reprimanded ih« lungeixn# Om- 

ton friend for megenne what some call the 
•‘White House travel Ollice Mess'* and 
others call Tra’/algate.’' 

Mr. Watkins. one nf four reprimanded in 
the affair. eay* h« d*cirle?i »*% fire the sewn 
full* time employee* of thr White House 
travel office partly to fulfill the president's 
premise to tun jwtt ay 23**. 

On Slav l’j. Mr Watkins replaced the 


during llic Clinton campaign w»d former 
client ot Mr. Watkins* »H agency. 

But an Internal management review of 
ihe incident, conducted by Mr. Sfi’Lsrty, 
npped Mr. Watjrin* for “not treating the 
travel Office employees with ***«!■* **n*v- 

nvity" and for not being' sufficient! r “sen- 
sitive to the appearance of favont-sm to- 
ward friends” ot president canton. 

1; also accused Mr. Watkins of atti mp t m g 
Vo p rue* uxe an iw4« p * e rifBt S*BI 
tinn of possible criminal activity ai the 
travel office. No criminal charges have been 
tiled against anyone ai tne ottic*. 

In an uiierview wtth Adpertiaiaj 
Wntirms said dismissing the travel cttee'i 
employees for shoddy bookkeeping tech- 
niques «u a ‘•simple manage « ca_ 

*»on." . 

Llr. Watkins acknowledged error- 1 ® 
handiine of the episode but mainUineo teat 
hi* decision to dismiss the staffi** was 
••justtfied.** . . 

•J uncknuad that there wurv coa sUmon* 
drawn in the [While Hn'‘v report; . • 

‘old ro-esider- 
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Watkins 


(Continued from Peg*. 3) 
tial Nubian: John] Podesta and 
McLarty about.'' Ur. Watkins 
■aid last week. 

“I sull think- it vu a manage- 
ment deanon, black and whit*, 
with some question about the ap- 
pearance because World Wide had 
been tbv [travel] agency in the 
campaign, but I disagreed with 
those questions. Wood Wide was 
able to jump in quickly. It was 
approved.’ he said. 

Mr MrLirty't invosucatlon 
also focused an Catherine Corne- 
lius, a 25-year-old Clinton cam- 
paign sinner and distant Clin ton 
cou nr. who was working in the 
travel office «t the time She *n«* 
accused or copying and smuggling 
documents out of the travel office 
to build a case against the seven 
dismissed employees, the report 
said. After the dismissals, she wax 
pul in charge of the office. 

"I also told them [the repost] 
was wrong about Cornelius, Who 
had been assigned to the travel 
office.” Mr. Watkins said. That 
was always her intention and 1 
was trying to help out — placing 
mwpdpi w ork e r s i> always done. 

"But 1 was fixe point man, so 1 
was reprimanded. Its impact? I 
don't know. Obviously, this is a 
fishbowl, and I think that . . . 
there war* mistakes made— 1 
a give that there was not ideal 
handling— but what had hap- 
pened [before] justified firing the 
employee. 


• I 

“We felt that what wu being j 

done by the White House travel 
office could best be done by an 
independent travel agency and 
that w« could reduce the staff,” j 
Mr. Watkins said. "And we also 
were working under a directive 
from the president to reduce staff 
Uy Oct. l oy 25w. to m m y opinion 
it wo an easy decisLcn 

“But I thlwlr there was a [public 
relations] miscalculation because 
of the fact thaf the customers of 
the wiiitr- House travel office— 
Le_, the prow — were probably sa- 
tisfied with the sendee.” 

"And in marketing or advertis- 
ing, any time you have a satisfied 
customer and carnage the product 
or service, questions are going to 
arise as to why things are hap- 
pening and what is the jus lib ca- 
tion (or what's being done end the 
rational* for It," be Hid. 

On May tl. the White Ilouse and 
World Wide Travel agreed “fiat it 
would be desirable for World Wide 
to leave,” Mr. McLarty’s report 
said. American Eiepreoc Co. is cur- 
rently handling travel on an in- 
tcrim h» pending the sward of a 
competitively bin contract. 

But the travel office fiasco, 

however emhxmsdng for a new 
administration, will fade, Mr. 
Watkins believes, along with the 
oiUtr recent FR setbacks for the > 
Clin too administration. 

Mr. Watkins. SI. has Wxmed the 
hard way that life in Tittle Bock ; 
and life in the “fishbowl” of the i 


nation j ccpual ore very different. changed. thit the product is the 
The lessen «pp «a/s to n-ve suriit same as ever but that we have not 
•r deeply enough that the long- done a complete advertising Job 
.iniT T > -F-jiti .if Dili io* uyi he with him," Mr. WatUuu said, 

doer not p.kn to stay in the public "There have been some good ads' 

xeelar. 3clort the media expionoa — good moment*— but the whole 

that followed the travel office fir- campmgn so lar has not been v«y 
irgs a=d his public repnnund, good." 

J»:r w*lhia* ik id his stay in Mr. Watkins said b* hope* tba 
Waan.n£tOO was open-ended. hiring of vrterar. political insider 

"I don't plan to he working in David Ocrgen to take over the 
the \dcta. see Mr two yean from ; White House Office of Co suit un:- 
now. ' Mr. Watkir.J said cations, as well ax related person - 

Mr. Vljtkiw' advertising cm«r i oel shifts within the Clinton ad- 
began m I0fi3 as an assistant ac- I ministration, will rectify that 



the Clinton 


I count exec al the Faulkner agency 1 White House but opted not to vol- 
j in Pin* Bluff. Arit. servicing the uniter adviev to a president with 
Wurihui Bank account. plenty of other adviser*. 

Or.cc the owner of l.lttis Roek't “T like to think iff niyaelf ax a 
! WaUins it Associates, which he team player, and most of all 1 was 

; said was the second largest concern eo about the product." he 

! agency m Arkansas, Mr. WaUani said. “It's easy to be. critical, and 

] 3Cknow)vdyvU that tb« o* oce thing I stwvy* hat«4 «>■ p-n- 

I ^vs-neit Clinton has been want- pie who look pot shots at my ads 
mg. or ads of clients when they 

"To use in advertising analogy. weren't airecuy involved in the 
• ! think the president is un- process. 


“And because 1 was noi directly 
involved In tn* process, I didn't 
fee) tt was appropriate to crlhcize 
wtikt w«i gome on.*' 

Mr. Watkins remains fiercely 
loyal to President Clintor . even il 
he docs not share his b«a' views 
on everything. 

Fur uumplt, rotnuim, < the de- 
ductibility of advertising as a 
business expenditure is a frequent 
topic of discussion at the Jrr.ce of 
Management tt Budget, where 
there is a never ending rpiest to 
raise new dollars and reduce the 
deficit Mr. Walking is wi-il aware 
of those discussions, not to men- 
tion the possibility chat his boo 
someday might decide to support 
such restrictlaca cn adver Using. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Watkins 
voice* liU own ujjl.ilor no the 
mutter. 

“Given my history erd back- 
ground, how could I icr pond to 
that in any way other th; a to say 
that 1 don't believe Haul advertis- 
ing should be devalue c in any 
wayT' he asked. 'T know how dif- 
ficult ll is to make a profit in 
business these days, especially in 

a service industry Uke idroti- 
tag." 

Mr. Wilkins said President 
ninton “loves advertising" and 
showed a flair for the profession 
by writing bis own campaign ads 
during gubernatorial races. Ur. 
Watkins produced ads for Mr. 
Clintcn from 1982 to i99V. 

“He was the best copywriter I 
ever hart." Mr Watkins .laid “Hr 
tended to write long— a si odent of 
tlic fDuviil) Ogilvy school— but a 
very good water, we h»c a k>i of 
tun back thee." □ 
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STATEMENT OF BERNARD W. NUSSBAUM 
WHITE HOUSE COUNSEL 

By directly contacting the FBI concerning how to deal with allegations of possible 
wrongdoing by employees of the White House Travel Office, the White House Counsel's 
office violated no policy, procedure or other requirement. There is presently no requirement 
that such contacts involving matters of internal White House security be made initially 
through the Office of the Attorney General. It has been the practice of the White House 
Security Officer - in this instance, William Kennedy, Associate White House Counsel - to 
be in direct contact with the FBI concerning internal White House security matters. 

With respect to matters outside the White House, there is a policy that any initial 
contact with the Department of Justice concerning any pending Justice Department 
investigation or criminal or civil case will be made only by the White House Counsel's 
Office and only with the Attorney General, the Deputy Attorney General, or the Associate 
Attorney General. That policy has continually been reaffirmed by the White House. 

The Attorney General has expressed the desire that in the future, even with regard to 
matters of internal White House security, to avoid any possible appearance of impropriety, 
the White House should inform the Office of the Attorney General, the Deputy Attorney 
General, or the Associate Attorney General before contacting the FBI. Since the White 
House shares the Attorney General's desire to avoid any such appearance of impropriety, it 
has assured the Attorney General that such contacts with the FBI in the future respecting 
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matters of internal White House security will be made initially through the Justice 
Department, as she requested. 

There is nothing more important to this Administration than to preserve the integrity 
and the appearance of integrity of the Justice Department and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. 

The Attorney General has reviewed this statement and is in full accord with it. 

May 25. 1993 


The White House 
Office of the Press Secretary 


For Immediate Release 


May 25, 1993 
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TO: 




FROM: DAVID WATKINS 

Assistant to' the President for 
Management and Administration 



s,l 0 A ('MAM 
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Statement on White House Travel Of f ice- Changes 


In conjunction with the National Performance Review chaired 
by the Vice President, we have begun, over the- past two months, 
to conduct a performance review of the Executive Office of the 
President, beginning with the Office of Administration and moving 
through the White House and other EOP agencies. 

As is often the case with such reviews, you sometimes find 
good news and you sometimes find bad news. In the first few 
months, we've found room for improvement — you've heard about 
some of it already. We're moving towards replacing an outdated 
phone system and plan to make other technological improvements. 

Last week, our review process led us to the White House 
Travel Office. In the Travel Office, we found a shop that 
manages money but does not practice sound accounting procedures. 
For years, this office has kept few records — and those that 
have been kept have been kept poorly. A routine accounting 
review found many discrepancies. These initial findings have 
been, i, ~ opinion, serious enough to expedit reorganization 
of the orrxce. We have today replaced the staff. 

The good news is that, as a result of our review, we are 
able today to put into place a new Travel Office, which will be 
more efficient, more accountable and will serve the White House, 
the Executive Office of the President and the press better. We 
will have a combination of outside services and a new, 
professional and accountable staff. We are confident that we 
will be able to provide better service, more efficiently. 

Thank you, I will now take your questions. 
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Q & A 

1. Are there allegations of criminal wrongdoing? Are your ' 
saying Billy is stealing money? 

An independent accounting firm found serious lack of 
financial controls with a number of discrepancies in 
financial records. These findings are serious enough to 
trigger an ongoing in vestigation. A s would b e prudent in - 
~nrrh a -nfnnti nn , ui Irmrr n~nil tire THT t~n inyocf^ - 1 f- r 

2. Isn't this just an example of the White House using this 
office as a scapegoat in order to bring in the President's 
cousin and bring in Worldwide Travel from Arkansas? 

Absolutely not. Worldwide Travel, a large independent 
travel agency, which has had experience with us in the past, 
has been brought in only on a temporary basis, as we put 
together a bid process for a permanent agency. There are 
serious concerns and we need to fix the situation right 
away. 

3. But what about the President's cousin? 

We are reorganizing the entire White House Administrative 
Office and bringing in an experienced financial manager to 
run it. He's not related to the President. 

4 . How much money are we talking about? 

We are reticent to fix an exact dollar amount because the 
review was limited in time and scope. 

5. Is this the government's money? 

Nope, it's yours. 

6. Is any government money involved? 

At this time, we have not found discrepancies with any 
government funds . 

7. What the hell do you mean it's our money? How the hell do 
you have control over our money? 

This fund works as a mechanism for the White House to bill 
pre.ss organizations for costs associated with their travel 
on Presidential trips. Our review determined that this fund 
has been sloppily managed. 

8. Why have you let this go one for four months? 

When we arrived on January 20, we began reviewing the White 
House and reorganizing it. As you might expect, we began 
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with the policy offices, as they were most critical to the 
president's program. We reviewed the Office of 
Administration last month. And last week, we got to the 
White House Travel Office. 

9. When will the review be finished? How long will it take you 
to find all the garbage in your own house? 

Our entire review will be completed in the next few months 
as part of the National Performance Review. We've 
accelerated the review of all cash accounts. 

10. Are there allegations of kickbacks? 

We don't know. 

11. Why did you have to do it so fast? 

In the best case we found abysmal mismanagement. We felt it 
was our responsib .lity to correct it immediately. 

12. Yeah, but why didn't you just fire the direct -.I? Why did 
you punish the whole office? 

Most of the previous staff had been cross-trained and 
rotated responsibilities. They all were a part of the poor 
management and helped it to continue. We needed a new 
staff, with a control consciousness to replace them. 

13. How many people did you fire? 

All seven will leave the White House Travel Office. 

14. How long had they worked there? 

More than 10 years each. 

15. Are you going to reimburse us for overpayments? 

We've found that the fund has been mismanaged and we found 
discrepancies in the petty cash disbursements. We haven't 
found evidence that would lead to reimbursements. (Sorry.) 

16. When did you become aware of this? 

Last week we began our performance review of the office. We 
discovered the problems at that time. 

17. Who is in charge of this operation? 

Billy Dale. 

18. Yeah but who is his boss? 
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He's under the Assistant to the President for Management s 
Administration, David Watkins. David is also the chair of 
the performance review of the White House, and supervised 
the review of this office. 
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LEVEL 1 - 2 OF 22 STORIES 

Copyright 1993 Gannett company, 
GANNETT NEWS SERVICE 

July 9, 1993, Friday 

SECTION: TONY SNOW 
LENGTH: 896 words 

HEADLINE: TRAVELGATE FAR FROM OVER 
BYLINE: TONY SNOW; The Detroit News 
DATELINE: WASHINGTON 
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The White House tried to sweep away the Travelgate fiasco recently by issu ) 
a report that openly admitted error, named a few names, and promised to sin no 
more. Administration officials tried to minimize coverage of the document by 
releasing it on the eve of the Tokyo Summit, when reporters were more concerned 
about shopping in the Ginza district than hanky-panky in the travel office. 

But despite this public- relations wizardry, Travelgate will not die - at 
least not yet. The affair has a kind of seedy soap-opera quality about it: Whi. 
House officials, over-eager to seize control of the White House Travel Office 
(which handles flight arrangements for the press and for White House personnel 
fired the seven-member office staff, concocted allegations of mismanagement, 
then pressured the FBI and possibly the IRS into harassing victims of the 
putsch. In attempting to clean up the mess, the administration hired firms wit: 
personal or political ties to the president for such key work as arranging 
travel, chartering flights and i tvestigating the travel office. 

The White House cannot credibly argue that the scandal represents the 
indiscretion of a few young staffers. The list of people involved reads like a 
Who's who of the administration. It includes Chief of Staff Mack McLarty, Whit 
House Counsel Bernard Nussbaum, Associate Counsel William Kennedy III, senior 
adviser George Stephanopoulos , Communications Director Mark Gearan, personnel 
director David Watkins, media affairs chief Jeff Eller, Hollywood mogul Harry 
Thomason, dozens of lesser stars in the Clinton political universe - and First 
Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton. Normally, one must throw a state dinner to assemt. 
a group with this much political throw weight. 

Republican leaders in Congress, dissatisfied with the administration's shal 
inquiry into the if fair, have asked the president to answer a series of detail 
questions. They also plan to seek a full congressional investigation of 
Travelgate. 

The key questions fall into several categories: 

Conflicts of Interest: Harry Thomason promoted the interests of his airl in- 
charter company while serving as a "special government employee" of the White 
House. Air Advantage, owned by another Friend of Bill, Penny Sample, got Whit- 
House business while she served as a volunteer in the travel office. One or 
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GANNETT NEWS SERVICE, July 9, 1993 . . 

1 i of these Clinton pels moy heve violated criminal conflict-of-interest 
statutes by pushing deals that worked to their personal benefit. ‘ Jl ‘ 

Also, Darnell Martens, one of Thomason's partners in the charter conman 
somehow got into a position to ask Sample to volunteer for travel-office duty 

Cronyism: Travelgate exposes a spider-web of personal and professional 
entanglements within the administration. Three key players Hillai-v 
Clinton, Deputy Attorney General Webster Hubbell and William Kennedv ttt. , , 
worked for The Rose Law Firm in Little Rock. The firm has represented th4 
worthen Bank, which owns worldwide Travel, the agency assigned to handle travel 
arrangments when the Travel Office Seven got the sack. travel 

Mack McLarty and David Watkins both were longtime clients of Worldwide Trave 
and friends with the firm's owner, Betta Carney. McLarty and Carney also worked 
ogether at the Worthen Bank in the mid-1970s. Worldwide Travel, the Worthen 
-ank and Betta Carney all have contributed significant sums to Bill Clinton's 
war chest over the years, in his days as governor of Arkansas and later as 
presidential candidate. 

On another track, the administration's “outside” auditor for the travel 
office was not an outsider at all. Larry Herman, an accountant for the venerabl, 
firm of KPMG Peat Marwick, already was working with the office of the Vice 
President when asked to help investigate the travel office. 

rhe First Lady: At several junctures in the affair. Chief of staff McLarty 
sent carbon copies of memos to Mrs. Clinton. The administration's official Y 
review hints that the First Lady took an active, if distant, interest in the 

”f s ® s 1Esue of uhat ' if an Y. limits the law places on Mrs. 
Clinton's administrative activities. 

Corruption: Perhaps the most troubling questions involve William Kennedy II’ 
Kennedy clearly pressured the FBI into mounting, then announcing a probe of the 

i^edi a ?efi Ce in2 e h Cl e 1 ? l A d mu? at w h ? V ould contact the if the FBI didn't act 

immediateiy. And he told FBI officials the matter had aroused what the report 

WhitI House. leVGls of Whlte House interest” - or levels of interest high at the 

. i! st to add to the intrigue, IRS agents pounced on the owner of UltrAir the 
charter company that handled flights in the pre-Clinton era, soon after 
Travelgate became national news. 

^^^o^fteHfr^ :^os^°admffi;t^ 
someth ing'truly'big^i^at'stake? 35 tr3Vel °“ iCe ' Vhat the * d ° 

Nlx °" administration collapsed over something much smaller than a 
possible attempt to compromise the FBI and IRS by turning them into agents of 
influence. The allegations in this scandal dwarf those of Watergate. 

.w ■ ■ - se f^ e ^ fair, probing investigation, not just to answer the questio: 
tne administration s report failed to answer - but also the ones it dared not 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


JUNE 3, 1993 


MEMORANDUM TO: DAVID WATKINS 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

FROM: VINCENT W. FOSTER 

DEPUTY COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


Confirming our telephone conversation -this .afternoon, Dayton Lehman. Deputy 
Assistant General Counsel of the Department of Transportation, advises that, based on his 
understanding of the method of o<e ration from the newspaper accounts, the Travel Office 
may only utilize a carrier which has a license for public carriage under 14 CFR § 121. He 
mentioned this issue came up during the Presidential campaign as to a Ointon-Gore charter, 
and a letter (attached) was furnished to the FEC which, he understands, was then furnished 
to. each of the campaigns. He first told me that a carrier under long term contract might 
qualify as a private carrier if they only transported the press corps but in a later 
conversation advised that they probably could not qualify since the press made a 
reimbursement for the carriage. (1 do not know whether the carrier previously used had a 
public carriage license or not.) Lehman understands you or Bruce Overton may call if there 
are questions. 


cc: Mark D. Gearan 

Bruce L Overton (w/attachment) 
Cliff Sfban 
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Tieraporrattan 

fitruiry 10* 1992 


Chairman John Warren McGarry 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20463 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to you to provide Information regarding tie economic licensing and 
operational certification of air carriers by the Department of Transportation (DOT). 

It is important that each of die presidential candidates be hilly aware of this 
information since they often charter luge aircraft to travel to events and apparently 
soma may be chartering aircraft from entitles that hold no DOT economic authority 
and are not subject to the most stringent safety standards and oversight of the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), a DOT operating agency. Since your 
commission is in regular contact with die various campaign staffs, we are seeking 
your assistance in disseminating this information. 

Initially, before any U.S. aircraft ope r ator can hold itself out to die public as 
providing scheduled or charter service, it must have DOT economic authority. In 
general, such authority is granted to Urge aircraft operators in die form of an air 
carrier certificate issued under section 401 of the Federal Aviation Act (49 U.S.C. App 
1371). Before granting such authority, this Department must find a carrier to be 
'"fit”, which entails a determination that the carrier has adequate financial resources, 
a competent management team and a proper compliance disposition. This fitness 
requirement is a continuing one and we monitor certificated carriers to ensure their 
compliance. In addition, certificated carriers must meet certain DOT economic 
rules, such as liability insurance requirements (see, 14 CFR Part 205) and escrow 
requirements to protea charterers (see, 14 CFR §$207.17 and 208.40). 

Likewise, the FAA requires that any U.5. aircraft operator holding itself out to the 
public as providing scheduled or charter service with Urge aircraft must comply 
with die safety-related certification and operating rules of Part 121 of the Federal 
Aviation ReguUdcrts (14 CFR Part 121). Those regtiUdons are the most detailed 
and stringent of any of the FAA's aircraft operating rules and the FAA provides 
heightened-safety surveillance of carriers subject to Part 121. 

There are, however, operators of Urge, jet-powered passenger aircraft that are not 
required to have DOT economic authority or to comply with 14 CFR Part 121. 
Provided these aircraft operators do not conduct their tr ans por ta tion business in a 
manner constituting common carriage («.$., holding out to the general public in 
advertisements or telephone listings or through agents or brokers, or otherwise 
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Chairman Joh* Warren McGarry (2) 


acquiring a reputation for common carriage), they may transport persons or property 
for compensation or hire. These operators are regulated by Pan 125 of the Federal 
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR Part 125); however. Part 125 does not contain safety 
standards as stringent as Pari 121. Part 121 safety standards reflect the statutory 
requirement that all common carriers conduct their operations with the highest 
possible degree of safety. 

We believe It Is Important that the presidential candidates be made aware of the 
different regulatory e n vir onme nts in which aircraft operators provide 
transportation by air and, to cfiectoate that goal, we request your assistance in 
providing those candidates likely to charter Urge aircraft with a copy of this letter. 

In addition, we request that the candidates advise my office and the FAA If any 
o per a t or of a large aircraft or its agent solicits their air transportation business and 
the operator do« not have DOT economic authority or an FAA Part 121 air carrier 
operating certificate. 

if you have any questions or desire additional information, please contact Samuel 
Podberasky, our Assistant General Counsel for AvUdon Enforcement and 
Proceedings, on (202) 366-9342. If you or any of the presidential candidates wish to 
ascertain whether a particular aircraft operator has DOT air carrier authority, you 
may contact Patricia Strom. Chief of our Air Carrier Fitness Division, on (202) 
366-9721. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 


June 11, 1993 


•MEMORANDUM FOR PERSONS INTERVIEWED IN TRAVEL OFFICE REVIEW 

FROM : JOHN PODESTA 

TODD STERN 7 & 

SUBJECT: Documents 


In connection with Mack HcLarty's and Leon Panetta's management 
review of the White House Travel Office, we need to review any 
notes and documents that you may have relating in any way to the 
travel office or to the events and circumstances surrounding the 
recent dismissals of travel office employees. 

Because we are trying to complete our review as promptly as 
possible, we ask that you bring these notes and documents to our 
office on Monday morning, June 14. We will review the materials 
and return them to you. Thanks for your cooperation. 


cc: Cliff Sloan 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


May 22, 1993 


NOTE TO: Vince Foster 

FROM: Mack McLarty 

The attached is for your information. 




I 
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Common Giuse 

2030 M Street. NW • Washington. O C 20034-3230 * PHOKE: <202)133-1200 • Fax: (202) 6S9.j?i t 
Elm-ard S. Cabot Fmo WcvncciMtr akocoaloCkv Jomk W. Cutout ■ 

CJutumaa Prtstdt+l Emtnaii fo*ndi*i CAj irmjc 

@ f l Sue*. 

The following is the text of a telegram sent oo Tuesday, May 25, 1993 to U.S. Attorney Genera] 
Janet Reno from Common Cause President Fred Wertheimer. 


Common Cause is deeply concerned about published reports regarding the contacts 

THAT OCCURRED BETWEEN THE WHITE HOUSE AND THE FBI IN THE WHITE HOUSE TP.AVEL 
OFFICE AFFAIR AND THE ROLE PLAYED BY THE FBI IN THIS MATTER. WE STRONGLY URGE THE 

Justice Department to conduct an inquiry into this matter and to taxe all 

NECESSARY STEPS TO ENSURE THAT THERE IS NO POLmCtZATION OF THE FBI OR THE JUSTICE 


Department. 
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Mr. Charles A. Bowsher 

Comptroller Ceneral of che United States 
Ccneral Accounting Office 
441 C Street, NU 
Washington, D.C. 20548 



Sir: 

A conflict of interest exists in chi'white House transportation office and 
should be investigated. 

1. Mr. Barnaby L. Brasseux has been employed in the transportation office 
for the past 5 or so years. 


2. Mrs. Fran Brasseux is employed by Pan American Uorld Airvavs, as Manager, 
Sales/Promotions, in the Ua.;hington, D.C. office. 

3 During che period of H r. Bras seuxs' employment . members of Che White 
House transportation office 15fT. "token" -embers of the Office of Administration 
staff Press Office staff and Counsel Office staff, have been guests of Pan 
American at spotting events at th e Capitol Center. RFK Stadium and at fishing 
parties on t^e Chesapeake Bay. 

t. For the past three and one half years, the KhiteJfousejjress charters, 
have been offered direccly to Pan Americ an Uorl^.i ruays^l^aUL^onsulting 
uith differe nt afrlin ei~lor a competitive ptiug ^SlU g for che travelling 
press on oversea's crips are ordered by che MhiS~HoCSe transportation office, 
hilled to Pan American Uorld Airuays. and then added to che price of che charter. 


5. Hr. Bra sseux has pass. J out Pan American World Airvays — “Parading chits 
to selected friends and s enior staff members chat might improve his position 
in che Whice House ttansporcacion'office. These chits if passed out ac all, 
should be passed out to everyone being booked on Pan American Uorld Airuays 
flights, not a select few people. 

6 Mr. Brasseux used his and his wife's position to establish 'frequent flyer" 
updating for Mr. La rry Spcakes and Hr. Don ald Reg an prior to there leaving the 
White house r 


I'm sura that this matter should be investigated and corrective action taken 

Sincerely , 


Jack Ancerson l 
C/0 The Washington 'Post 
1150 l 5th Street. NW 
Washington, D.C. 20071 


A Concerned Citizen 
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the white house 

WAS H I NC TO N 


December 29, 1988 


Dear Hr. Fuller and Mr. Noble: 

This letter will confirm our receipt of the letter from "A 
Concerned Citizen" to Charles A. Bowsher <Oct. 3, 1988) that you 
provided this office on December 8, 1988. We are in the process 
of reviewing the allegations contained therein and will take 
whatever further action is appropriate. 

we appreciate your cooperation in bringing this matter to our 
attention. 

Sincerely^-o . t 

C. Dean McGrath, Jr. ^ 
Associate Counsel to the President 
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Ihe travel office controversy isn't over 


T he much-heralded report on the White Hwk 
uucmal inv ran gabon of the debacle over tu 
travel office was released a week eta Friday 
-- timed, canrawentiy enough. » coincide with 
the mass, exodus from Washington for the Fourth of 
July hofaday— and, as was pbeexpe aort. it am ou n ts 
: ® not much more than a hit of breast beaang and a 
; gentle slap on the wrist (or thou involved 
; The facts presented by the report provide a dear 
; account of the machinations tint ended in the sum- 
1 mary dismissal — md public hum iliation — of the 
seven long-time employees of the novel office. Thke, 
I for exanipte. Catherine Cornelius. The pr esid e n ts 
cousin had coordinated commercial zrxvcl during the 
campaign, and she had her eye on the travel office from 
the begnmag. During the transition, according to the 
report, she prepared two memos outlining her ideas 
for organizing pres* travel for the Clinton adnunisaa- 
son. After the inauguration. and once hired as a gen- 
era! White House assistant, she prepared yet a third 
. memo, this a me oOcnog a detailed restructuring of 
. the office that put her in charge. From January until 
April she pressed her case, and finally made it to the 
office — though not as dire' tor *— on April 12. 

Meanwhile. Qintoo budwy Harry Thomason was 
hearing complaints from his pal (and partner in an 
avia oon consulting firm) DaroeU Martens about not 
i being able to get the tune of day business-wise, from 
| tne While House travel off ice. Me Martens also let Me 
Thomason ui an a rumor be d heard about corruption 
ui the office. Mr ThotnasoR passed this on to the pres- 
ident as wdl as to Assistant to the President for Man- 
: agemem and Administration Davtd Watkins — who 
. passed n onto Miss Cornelius, now happily ensconced 
; in the travel office, asking her to "keep her eyes and 
• ears open" u> any evidence of corruption there 

This sne did. and with a vengeance. She sneaked 
• around copying documents, and brought the copies 
; home with her. She also eavesdropped an office con- 
; venations that led her to believe, as the report put it. 
. 'that the employees were living m a manner beyond 
the means of government employees." 

At the same tune. Harry Thomason wu soil con- 
ducting his own campaign © make the office more 
congenial to his Mends in the travel business. And on 
May 12th. David Watkins arranged for a meeting be- 
rveen Mr Thomason and Miss Cornelius, who reached 
an agreement that something was fishy in the travel 
office. Later that day. the two presented this consensus 
to Mr. Watkins, bringing along Mr. Thomason's partner 
Darnell Martens, who. according o the report, hap- 
pened to be "in Washington at the ojne" and told his 
— story of being rebuffed by the travel office's director 
The meeting then expander to include Deputy White 
House Counsel Vincent Fouer and Associate White 
House Counsel Wihum Kennedy — though Me Mar- 
tens seems to have dropped out at that pouiL The 
counsels recommended an audit of the office; when 
Mr. Watkins declared such an audit beyond White 
House capability; tne problem was given over to Mr 
Kennedy 


He immediately called the FBI for “guidance" — 
»d sod awaiong it next morning, when Mr Foster 
pressed turn for a solution id the problem. Mr Komedy 
men informed his FBI contact that If he couldn't «wi>» 
up with some guidance m “the next fifteen minutes,’' 
Mr. Kennedy might haw m turn elsewhere — perhaps 
to the IRS — for help- No (ewer than four FBI honchos 
met with Mr. Kennedy that day, and be told all of 
that the case was of interest at “the highest levels at 
Uk While House " This w»s assuredly the truth, if 
Hillary Rod h a m Qmion u considered as being at the 
highest level of the White House; she questioned both 
Mr Foster and Quef 0 f Staff Thomas E McLarty about 
Uk travel office problem that afternoon. 

While Mr. Kennedy was Rill awaiting FBI 
Me Watians had come up with bis own pifn- ejj audit 
by a non-government rum, KPMG Peat Marwick. The 
FBI. having been impr es se d by Me Kennedy with the 
urgency of the case, argued that Its agents 
accompany the Peat Marwick team; Me Thomason, 
Mr Cornelius and Deputy Communications Director 
Jeff Eller — with whom, the report reveals. Miss Cor- 
nelius "had • personal relat joship" — called for the 
immediate dis m i s sal of all travel office employees; but 
Mr McLarty de o ded o go wub the “more cautious and 
approach" of doing the audit before instituting 
an FBI investigation or firing anyone. 

Three days later, on May 17. Peat Marwick submit- 
ted » report detailing "abysmal management." nonex- 
istent accounting and billing procedures and 
unaccounted -far cash m the travel office. On May 19th, 
Mr Wattans ordered all icwi office employe© to leave 
^ of the day. He also provided pre:* secretary 
D** Myers with talking points for the press that 
described tne dismissals as the result of * 


review and noted that the White House r -- -■ ■ - 
FBI » investigate financial irregular: on .. - 
j? y»r and Kennedy instructed Mr Wauur-> - 
Bjtaoon of the FBI from the press gv.ca.~cc r_- 
Myers had already left uk buiidmg. Somenc* 
was able to locate her during the next three r..- 
by Boon she hsd already let the FBI cat on: of v:r 

The press, having gotten wind of Miss C-'~ - 
travel -office ambitions and Mr. Thomasons pi- 
ship mth Darnell Martens, smelled a ra: ar.j . 
booed the boo* fide* of the FBI invescgaccr. " - ■ 

21. Communications Director George Stepnar.i:-. . 
£hief White House Counsel Bernard Ncs sx.-~ ' 
Foster and Mr Kennedy were meeting u'.to F3 : H 
and Congressional Relations director Jcr.-. 
wood “to clarify the facts and indicate wr«* .. . 
property be said about the investigator. ' .M: L._ 
wood assured the staffers that it would be accurv . 
say the FBI had detemuned there was er.cujr. - 
dence ® warrant further imwogacor. He tier .»-. 
back to hu office and "updated" his o*r, pm* p_. 
ance accordingly. He faxed that guidance to t~.= 
House press office, which, unaw are that it was ::: to.-, 
infbnaation only, released it to the press 

On May 25th. the White- House announce; •’ 
five travel office employees with no financial cc"" 
had had their status upgraded f rom "disnu sstv ; : 
paid administrative leave" where they r errx: a- 
this wnong. The FBI investigation continues 

The report's analysis of its own findings is r-e- ■ 
as revealing as the findings tnemseives Tht :r- - 
office employees, the report concludes, for cr- toi 
ought to Ujv* had “an opportunity to hear the r«u> 
for their termination and to respond a r . 
humane approach was in order" in their irturr-.- 
The White House ought not to have been sc ‘ jvm.- 
bve” as to have tarnished their reputations : urv . 
more, by the "inappropriate" disclosure of tne 1 
investigation 

As to the FBI's involvement in the case « L 

Kennedy's insinuations about high-level White H--*-- 
interest “risk creating the perception that tne Ft : 
being improperly pressured" Calling the FBIs Pr : 
rector in® a White House corcununicaaons mreito. 
moreover, and releasing lus updated press gusznct 
"was . . . improper and insensitive to the appearance . 
While House influence" 

And the role of Harry Thomason and Catr.ero - 
Cornelius? While "there is every reason to believe to 
report asserts, “that these individuals saw their arc;- 
as being in the best interests of the White House i". 
the President," and while "it is entirely plaussbie to- 
Thomason was ui no way motivated by tne nope . 
financial gain." nevertheless, their involvement created 
"the appearance that personal interests' pUyed a rc.* 
in decisions about the travel office" 

The whole imbroglio, in the view of Chief of Sia:' 
McLarty and Office of Management and Budge; 0 
rector Leon Panetta. who conducted the mvesuga sot- 
together. is nothing more than a matter of msensiDv.r- 
to appearances and percepoons- 

The Landmark Legal Foundation, for one. is no' 
prepared id leave n ai that. The Foundation, a nor 
profit public interest law firm, called on Attorney Gen 
oral Janet Reno v«eks ago to institute a nonpartisan 
inves ti gati on condu ct ed by an experienced prosecutor 
Said the Foundations Mark Levin, “An imemaJ White 
House review by White House suffers, one of whom 
[Mr McLarty] was directly involved in the decision 
making, does not constitute a proper investigation 
Statements were not taken under oath, and doc 
umeoabon was not property secured. In short, >*e scL 
dcot know if any laws were broken or regulations 
breached. And we went until a re*/ investigation is 
conducted." 

The FBI recently informed the foundation that its 
request for documents in the case under the Freedom 
of Information Act will not be fulfilled for “a year or 
more." So the chance that an independent, non-off tea! 
inquiry will be able to shed much additional light is 
tow Only the power or subpoena is going to disgorge 
the ne c e ssary doaiments and testimony. Republicans 
oq Capitol Hill have been making exactly that point 

In the meantime, though we may have no evidence 
of c rim i n al conduct, we can surely draw the obvious 
o mc l u noas about (he ethics involved. The actions of 
the W hite House counsel in this matter were as un- 
ptiper and high-handed as cao be imagined The White 
House Press Office acted with unforgivable irrespon- 
sibility. The behavior or the President's cousin. Cather- 
ine Cornelius, and his best friend. Harry Thomason, 
was as sleazy as sleazy can be. And the White House 
report on the incident a itself nothing but funner 
evidence of an unwboleaoroe preoccupation witd »p- 
P^ f wnces and an arrogant indifference to rani mali ce- 
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Tomorrow is Cost of Government Day 


Y ou ought want to mark a large red X on your 
calendar tomorrow. Americans for Tkx Re- 
form reports that July 13 is Cost of Govern- 
ment Day. That’s the day on which the aver- 
age American will have earned enough to pay off his 
snare of ail the oeligaoons that federal, sate and local 
government impose. Starting July K, we re free peo- 
ple Look at me bright side: That's almost six months 
of freedom per year 

Americans for Thx Reform computes Cost of Gov- 
ernment Day by adding up all federal, sate and local 
government expenditures, then adding federal reg- 
ulatory costs, sate workers' compensation costs and 
ton law costs. Those are areas where solid information 
on the burdens government imposes is available But 
even Cost of Government Day does not include all 
costs. For example, costs assoaated with civil rights 
legislation, ano-trust aws or minimum wage. (How do 
you assess the cost to a young worker of not getting a 
job because businesses aren't creating jobs?) So the 
real date may be a bit later, but July 13 is pretty close 
and provides a benchmark for purposes of comparison 
year-io-year. 


In fact, July 13 is as late as Cost of Government Da 
has fallen since 1977, as far back as Americans fcr Tax 
Reform has computed. In 1977, COGD was June 30 lr. 
1982. afar Ronald Reagan's first year m office lover 
the budget of which be had little influence:, it wasJuly 
12. He backed it down to July 9 the following year ar.a 
kept it in the June 29-Juiy 3 range for the rest of rut 
two arms. By 1991, though, kinder and gentier govern 
ment bad advanced COGD to July 11. Last year, it was 
July 12. And here we are, eagerly awaicng Mr CUr 
ton's investment program. 

Tax Freedom Day was May 3 this year But because 
of Washington* appetite for deficit spending. SpenCmg 
Freedom Day wasn't until May 20 (a record) Cos: c: 
Government Day reminds us that taxing and borrow 
ing aren't the only ways that government imposes bur 
dens on people. Tailing businesses and people. " Do uus 
and do that, and pay for it yourself." also imposes costs 

Those costs, all in aU, amount to S3 percent of the 
fruits of our labors this year And who knows what’s ir 
store for next year from an administration that, i: 
seems reasonable to conclude, absolutely never thinks 
about government this way? 


NAFTA is no ticket to American prosperity 


Stepnen Chapman's column 
green bogeyman spooks NAP* 
Ta. "July 8. is filled to the brim 
with blarney that would spook and 
perhaps cracx up the "Green bo- 
geyman mmself ". . . it is not 
enough for NAFTA to eliminate tr- 
rauonai and wasteful trade bar- 
riers. boost economic growth, re* 
duce consumer prices, raise 
living siandards.»foster political 
stability anc reform m Mexico 
and dimmish illegal tmnugraoor 
tn the United States, to name jusi 
a few of the likely consequences.' 
he writes He goes on without any 
further expianaaon of this “blar- 
ney" to cnticue federal judge 
Charles Richey for not exempang 
the NAFTA from the U S environ- 
mental laws Apparently it is no: 
enough that Congress exempts it- 
self from laws on taxes and job 
discriminations that it imposes or, 
the L'.S electorate, anc a * so that 
the White House classifies lists of 


consultants that it uses to resolve 
NAFTA and trade disputes, many 
of whom have direct financial ues 
to foreign governments. Now Mr 
Chapman also advocates that the 
Clinton admirustraoon exempt it- 
self from environmental laws 
when concocting secret agree 
ments and treaties, laws that pre- 
vent poisoning of our air, water 
and food chains. Whose country s 
this anyhow? 

Regarding the “blarney 14 that 
NAFTA will “boost economic 
growth: For whom? Certainly not 
the United States, which is vulner- 
able to lose an additional 2-plus 
million manufacturing and re- 
lated jobs if NAF^ is signed. Per- 
haps for Mexico, which has no 
wage or employee laws and whose 
workers in the manufacturing in- 
dustries make a wage below living 
subsistence 

‘’Reduce consumer pnees**? 
Ever heard of Reebok and the 
SI SO sneaker selling on the US. 


market that cost under 54 to make 
tr Malaysia > 

“Foster political reform and 
stability in Mexico”’ Really’ 
How? When 30 families own 50 
plus percent of all assets in 
Mexico and have already bought 
up all the major industries under 
the privatization aci. when 
Mexico is ruled by a pluiocracy 
that has been in power since 1929’ 
“Diminish illegal immigra- 
tion"? What happens when cheap, 
mass-produced US. grain floods 
into rural Mexico on day one of 
the agreement and disrupts the 
entire rural Mexican economy’ 
There are 13 million fanners who 
will be unable to makea living and 
will be forced to migrate from 
their farms. How many will ille- 
gally come to the United States’ 

ROGER R. ETH1ER 

rhii mua. NAJ“tA Committee 
U filled We Sufid America 
Alexandria 


yCw ' Otwvonj on any lope KIWI sr«OwJd Ot MAM ongruis Every 
will De consioeteo (or Duoucaoon, Outvie prefer those oHe^Mhan^ voms 
K> kx cum/ and length R ease mciuo# 

you mma a ogress and Caypme ie»cpnone numoer. Sena your op men to 


Letters to me Editor. i 
The Washington Times | 

3600 Hew York Aye. NE , 

Washington. D.C. 20002 I 


Stjc IBagfytngUm ttmes monday, juix 12, 1993 
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Date: 05/19/93 Time: 13:43 
Mismanagement 

WASHINGTON (AP) The entire staff of the White House travel 
office was abruptly fired today and the FBI was called in to 
investigate allegations of "shoddy accounting procedures" and 

BlS *president Clinton's cousin, Catharine Cornelius, was appointed 
to run the office following the dismissals. The office coordinates 
commercial travel for White House staffers and charters planes for 
the white House press corps that accompany the president. 

i!r«!ir£veS workers, some of the. longtime White House 
employees, were fired and asked to leave by the end of the day. 
APNP-05-19-93 1344EDT 
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Date: 05/19/93 Time: 13:42 

Washington) — The White House has fired its entire travel 

(Washington) — The White House has fired its entire travel 
office staff and called in the F-B-I to investigate the office. 

Press Secretary Dee Dee Myers says an audit of the travel office 
has found "very lax management" and "very shoddy accounting 
practices . • • She says there are r o receipts for lots of expenses 
APHP-05-19-93 1343EDT 
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Brains, not just clout, behind health blitz 


By Katliy Lewis 
DALLAS 

Morgantown, W.Va. — 
From tUa emlesumL from amsll- 
buolncM owners. from itirel resi- 
dents, from hospital e d iu l idctrs- 
ton and doqon, Hillary -Red- 
bam Qlmoo has boon fatting on 
earful of advice an health care 
/•farm. 

Cralf -and Vicki IdcOunc 
•poke of not haring health insur- 
ance for four years. ‘ Mr. 
lirCaag.a 38 year old coal taln- 
’■ f mr, hid bean tumble to return tt 
work after an acddesLHis wife 
'• had pos tp on ed ireilnwf ter kid- " 
\ stay iuoci because of the east, 
•and die encouraged their tone 
'.not to play sports Cur fear of an 
’%• 

lorry . Kfef Aaacribad the 
' problems of tedtog afloriabto 
-health bumance at the apbol- 

Mary company where ho work*. 

Across the nation, hnadhnw ' 
here dealt for wea ks -with how 


can and who would pay— and 


Butoa tfala May ovUniag, Mn. 
Cliotac was doing what aha has 
dans fe 10 atataa tide spring: tie* 


A ma r kd s 258 nation aaporta an 
the tame — and making the case 
tint,' a barcolem (ask or act, 
health cart reform mod ba.na- 
-acted 5da ynar. 

As chairwoman af the Ttok 
Perce as National Health Cara 
Reform, she has taken op an as-. 



How much writ fwnOas pay! 

What aha hsaa*i yet ddtaed, 
said Robert Blemtan, professor 
af health policy id Harvard, to 
what health care r efor m win cost 
•overage (amibet. The tea] tut, 
he said, will coma when she's oo 

a Platform "with naaU-bukwai 
' i Iran To 


kin. Qiaton'i .sUndtag to 
polb is comirteratly higher than 
It was- takg tie Campaign, 


her. “ 

AsuceatTlma m a gm jn e pafl 
. shewed O perc e nt tnltaea hw . 
pmrwinata mis cnaadaota policy 
Is ap p ro p riate; 32 pcstxar mid 
• lf» not 

"The shale b hero, hut 
whereas tiw hcaf7* as had James 


*Wtil her proposal! coat S1I0 
bflMaa or 31 50 b fl Uon ? Wffiithoa 
7 percent payroll tax? Or 10 per- 
cent? Ramor has ft Chat theyTl 
call M a pwalm n." hotasid. "Bat 
ileetflla 


visas ftrat lady. Bo far.-abe has 
-potten oafaity positive reviews 
from the pttattc, the madia tad 
Cmcras. . 

The task force rrrnniinsarti* 
lions soon wfli-go to Pru lda nt 
Ctimnw, and he la expected to as- 
ootrooB Us decision on what ta do 
is Jane, whan the roal battle 


Fox months, Un. Qkdon not 
only has bean working with the 


• «TH 

mv peo- 
ple will nauy atnigfat whitwQl 

happen to them." 

**And I nr country wffi spend 
.cvarSlOO biUSna oat year, and 
•Jtaat will not give one man mwe* 
of can to owned who rtuswrl. 
have It ahvndy. So (han't net 
rosily a chafes if we're going to 
pwti together as a nation.". 

Exports nay Mia. Ctiaten baa 
laid a tonadat ko af credfirfUty 
that may prove hstpfal when de- 
tails of the (dan art rovaalad. 

**1 think aba's w 

credibility as a poticynaker oq 
the iwtm," asld Lewis Oetid, n 
professor ef Arnsricao history at 
the University ef Tasas at Aus- 
tin- "If • • huge Sb, and she's gel 
that deAnod." ^ 



created a leas JrisadUy environ- 
aaeot lor health nfacxa' became 


Bother whole wtvw of taxes 
lb* tint lady 1 * ndiviecse de- 



s Isold. t 

than 70 moet iogs with i 
af Congress, While Mouse offl- 
dab hoaet of bipartisan co ns ul * 
UXtxm from the start, -those* 
aids* to «m Republican mv 
tan disagree. White House oft 
dill behove she will be helpful 
with Republicans when, tbt 
health debate starts. 


RaMnkilnrto/TtaMnttCagBbdly 
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Clinton tries to shake Travelgate’ 

Dob Orte kB « wxMm it Uc mm <o «o<i how lo totem the pofcbc *r*»G of dodowra of 
■die kfi crMinsm of PwiAm flo wa iad «*cr> arnyun and nepotism n dc «nd rfftt ifttf. 

iomi m magnate. Q>mm< wptnwdy *m pay dad to iwad an 

iwM BUggraw *fca« M Sauw on no n ry gewey unematl an the (md Mice or io mppot 

“ ‘ - - - " «. .. 


Urn't me of the FBI 4aa «d>. w (he flap ovo (he hdiari f far fee men tanpime flO«enu 
VW Hook tnwd ortwe (o Rjctert Nom'i attempt of (he office hod ted io (her tempi 
to penett (he a*eocy to pohuM pwpec dnno( mhuiwn « 

^‘atoiaic It a an wo ot c lo fad, (he 

Whether became of Dole * ceopmea or Ally. 


f imny Crete Cham 
aman. vie aammamuea* 


wnriwa^l) to a shabby 

*’* - - M — 

\\ i 


Got. Janet Ham's hfcwiac ter Back. fee creuty the Hairy T h awc nn . 

foully te a me d to pereuve I MO P ar r (h i few* H a fev aad. « on to mmc eem pc w ea cm an 
M Arana fht of (he men nod offer fi ring vie or Manor com pan y m vhidi te hat ao Merest had 
■r captained as *k»w*; vie nmod far (he ham oaUe U pa any Mfle Home hi an as. And 

Obuc of (te ITU. and m hmum by Oief of Chfeotec Camcfaav. « Oote rmnn . hod oo v ah n 
Staff Thomas McLany and Bit fad Dsranor Leva a ans m fihviy oga| ropbeement of (tie tmd 


i (ha (he White Haw ato n ed die FBL 
r fent Date domed a i 


U at aadgad y feme 

coocmnoftjt met 
those ah may be 
Jo be fate ifiad. 

Hot the White Home now at Ibm 
C hosen has at fa fa (o his ufft mad 
(o far dBfaofedy te acefa to act lo m 

hue. Hit pnidmey. Me toenPy/aamd l 

it mi disclosed Monday that (te While Home 

taflodmk — 

Vhday to | 



Am »fapdl}ion'«arthi 
and (faraodi (annex, e 
Mo WhM Home’s woIMm of n 
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yrciniinniwililvT 

MENTAL HEALTH 

Oakland County- should be wary of state offer 


X 


a Cam. two powerful 

kraa trt teaaasrr u» &4te 


ad ID attsl On not? tew I tax. at » 
ami tel f— ■ Tar the pitman d 
■ate ki be* a aten-tosi wan. the 



ntedrBertedr . 
latte ink dm. kateiodlraptette. 

The wax k wteter te <007 *0*1 
teowrUa— lated wift l ^iitt 
■anriceafcte the ante. The teat Xtect* 
nl d Uacrf Katfili wank pruide the 
nano; the comer titanium od the 
■■■*■! tekh (CMH) teed 
avdd daete tea to im k. k (tear, knl 
b 


te — itont tew «> ptatide the kc« art 
ndk fcr mMnnt te=* tp te 
Nowtae k k wtktet ttat 

Conor anuaacn. <* 
‘ of tee* m *i otrnkn- 

daadgtktetoTretSaay^tire- 

■J^?W<«te. tdaracr d hate*, 
ml the food txtthot Hike wtc ire patas 


Oddplkteakt dra wtedka. 

(tektefcfieodtetetetea 


nl teakfc tcagm k wfi ted tassm! 
r— dfc m wd TWt ak otdr a 
tear tektr ta te fash te ate k 
i*™ (tefesd Cotnrr, matefn 
i pan od *kiui” knikdadDS 

n' ’ “ " 

■pdfi 
«7 

kite 

popsa k> Chkand Cater il i fwt«V . 
U mu a rmrg went [rota tteUe 
waJiLBtkkwktsakkttetteKr 

aanteca wkk praatMi (d kadte te*i 


ate taal iwteneat. The<l mc a me 
adataotea ttet tea te award oak 
wkk flay cc Ac aetet ktekk fcoofc inxn 
te fctefr bate do tek.id.tetery 
Chic to t tel o( tetep tateed weak. 

h Ookted Cater, m wtt iterate 
Ok Car. Jobs later k te ten* win: 
wte toteteaterkteddadoteta 
Hi) dkktel n ali5ttkk.«wtetktte 



njq-rf r«wy dated tedt bad be- 
ta k sate tab part el tet r 
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From Boston Ctotoe Pace 20 

The Travelgate coverup 


EDITORIAL 

by itself, the Itose^bt** affair a*» 
the Who* Boom arrd deSfhtiaf ttc toooral pretf 
co* pa ,'MK to Oieooon dumraif-ii-tte-Wt 
Repobhran»l»h<».«l be onh > ww 
MOitiiBW That K kat boons* t food oo) 
■Mr* than that reftecif » dwnartfcat th« bifti 
cthiod naadtnl t eaiwtdaU HI Chntm plcdpd 
nainf kast year's prendanca 1 rairpatpt hare ben* 
to pakldr fetfoura. 

It vis bad cacKifh that ih« e 
rkarje of Wbrte Hook ueael a 
flrtd to thair te&ce arid ha pi» 
of Chctmi aad that a trerel tflttf ahh owtoi 
Nat of Onto* cetdd fti a |aaoa af tha WWU 
Hojfroard bt 

— 

w FBI ton 

".aadtef of the no**.' tdfce aaodaL aa the Global 
Mxfcaci traaah repeat** natrrdaj TWe ■ ao 
i coa ow Oo n tf i ot p Oreioect that the FBI he 


l.rr a c* awaal yisoce tyitetn tree frees pohdcai 


lioomtr. tier FTj I deader . Wiim Stimr;. 
was ciocSaf «ttb Attorney Ctswr al Janet Raoo ie 
mb effort to ssre hd jeb at tha tetr mecoeci Wtet* 
Matt nkt eec* anr-onatatg an FBI datanr to do 
thcr btddic Kexarr Race ao - Sess i on k«n« of 
vSa Trs*etpne eiiah rtftoU r»« ho*r fa> 

bayeod th* pate fba Whitt Haase aides *ere 


tr reappeatmeot nut be 
o. betara there t» another Wacc 
t ngt dy »c Tr i n ket* sandal -o* before pubic 


craaaul Jutes ffKwm • fjrthar eroded 


Froot Bostoo Gtobo Pace 24 

Flynn confirmation 
expected by July 4 


ASRINCTON - Mayor Fiyw thooJd be 
' o rfi-imd aa USaub w o d ortothe VaOfbyJtdy 


ao temidaWf imeaU to the Flyea at 

MNlere said. The oa^ eteud an the wrer i bentoo 


Ubappr- <nth Fiyee i ataeee anted abartm 
Itepotiact boaloessa; ra c obwo f why the 
p**w»j laoa* to hotf. may atop in mind that tie 



r^o ceojht «p te tbadaBberau process a Jtae 
keasadr Sarth. test bar tnaraeMt as ambanartm 
to beM is «a a so* a bet a* «d1 


(tec TOM for tba delay: lo cootrast to 

esptnmud Wasbtecuu bands appointed to other 
aorta, not her Sabthacr FTyno bad usderf oee the 
xne^oeuTOac FBI aaeorty cheek thev ar* eo* 
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From Bo*ton Globe Pape l 

State Department halts planned Flynn fund- 
raiser 


by Pvttt S (jnelloi 
and Tom Cm Je; 

Cl mi: <r*»i 


The Sliu Department b*j ordered the 
( anfcitoion of i June li d*nf*er to mow rokv i* 
Maw Flynn* dftrt! use open Ku ivcXmitm ss 
VS jobsue-Vr? u> the Viuax. aceonfcnf to ot« 
officials. 

Trt orptmerra of ihe hirai -rvtrr. piinaed f-r 
th< Copley Flits Howl, had hcp»d to • a leal imitk 
>1 S300.000 to help Flynn defray U» eosti ei 
ernes tairwif. travel and other nptrvse* - at 3 
yrr*ei»K> p» M out of pocket by «v ihh»er 
ambassador? 

But the State Department. ta a letter last ™?k 
to the eo-cearrt of the erent. rejected IN* apaitrl' 
request to form a aeaprent IcrWiOoc deffired le 
hnd-rauo for Fhnm. express mf cancel r a about 
paoit* confects of tMrot. »"J W-'btJ’ the 
department matead crowd nmaiderrajaiaf tfce 
eebaarr bodyct to tab* acorn* of Flpsae modest 

Tee annual mertaxrartd bod»et#wtht Vahcar. 
embassy * currently alt-COb a year, aowdmf to 
Cameron Home, dept*? chief of msevo at the 
ernhawy. 

Reacted bat icpht at i ThmJ ia f ler nepbborbood 
neot, Frynn uid he dtd rvot tk**k the State 
Department dccwioc would tanpec bis ityW at the 

V aCeas. “I'm hoc pbij to be afck to do some of the 
tfrinyt other ambaaoadws bo buemee I doc There 
tno money,' ho mi. "bet k *wvn of wy rfUal 
htieoan .. . 1 ina the atreuth eery leak am i . 
and I do k prettr ereO." 

Fran Meancy. a Hcewo atinruer wtc waiter 
ebininj the JlOflOChper-Uhte da ski, said the 
■yryanhm warn planed » laam that the Slate . 
Depamnem m epwetdcric f tenuef Flynns 
taidpet aSotmeM and would comply with the request 
to ceneei the dirmer. Be laid no deketj tad yet beer* 

«dd ten erpnuer* had seemed taolstHe 

**• had shnedy mfrened ccprasnoro of burned 


lldept« v ..p N ->>* 
theofaad doflan.' Mear-ey taki *ll rru a peat «v 
tc w the mayor, and to help our ecurti-v but 
dril l IM It irony ee needed so <m aen * 
la a letter «o Mesacy dated May 19, the 

dt|«rnrrj i oered theeanceflanenofthedmiyi 
imf :i «-ai e>ry of io v r"*''» , c fund-**3"tf efli’tj 
to occtfit anwaar adm i 

'Ondtr >u refuUboni. the Dcpeinoonl O’fhiMv 
i creieu* toe tafaUbcn of fund} to rippkmenl its 
aopepriarena a.od toque* j prior jppminJ before 
find -runny efforu may be onrtertilcaa' the ku»' 


me poaiiUc tyotiaxc U a euacTet or iatcrcft and 
precast a repedtem rvseS-nLtnf probkma thai 
ccamed » ttt pest Year prtpeek Oi mniat*.t ir. 
term af these tvjju eimnti 

The letter does not elabw*e oa past f«nd- 
rrxcf feobiema bet said the depemmcr.t has. state 


Flyia atraeiod cast nisht that the State 
Depirtnm had foood noth tnj Hepii about the 

Department to |et a (he buMntw of a potential 
he* he rtW. They >»*t do not «am aa.v 


, . id b« and eaehatr Kevin PfceUs. area 1 

cmteeM tn Ceeaadttew M Dciete edThtn^bad 
pioned q estatdieh s fa u ndetaict. cenbolied bribe 
Su» Drparcavtf. lo prarlde estn meoey for 
FT;-aa'i«i«. 

The tarj r r s n u b»^ >r ra i d tare been a r»; 
lor aM frieedi of the ntayWa «ad ha ltfto» 
ftamaan to etprtw their pdde athh 

mbi tadci «tl a^ uinimehi Meoaey taki 

•WVtv aB preiid rf the Btaypr. tad it awttld hace 

been peat,* be laid, hot added that he era* happy » 
eocnpjr nth the State Dcp a it i aet’a order. 

*lf Uwy say it's not aeaded. fine.* he aaid. *tVe 

F* irts of fOifr tMas» ta da* 
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fAA HJ 6i?9?33l8£ 


n BosUm CM* Pace 13 


Following in the footsteps 
Clinton team dreaded 


WASHINGTON -BA Cfcrtot a 
-Inftwcmsi u pnemmii «* 



l« ’vpaca* (a » fieA*c hy faj m 


Hetu^ bo faearM hu *w fncdrac j top ani>urt 

■ a t «?an- (W j< lo wip rib Ow 


It of the trrert rf&e <s 


IfCoW b£«doi pt««».3nj tacueo he 
.^taitaVai^js^iDrluiiLmaa- 


fcatai the Wfato Hook! 

*T>« fi*t ku aat ten peopled rth o*jt in** 
o^mnec .' mo aie* Mid. «• co 



Aod^Ct»os.(iMp^«MDmocTKkMvc- 
•x-at eat patttd by -*a* mat.' nch a ks toraf of 
s drop lewri'j hod nan Nepi dn*». ud qw. 

oaA«pii*i^oia*»B 

on. 

.Vow.VtMMtasamd 



c ^ ^^ ^ V*raa«yte««Hon.a 
.r-j**|jl!crtrtnAcMmtt3iputbc 
M hi rn- Qii r aidBd idoM woMi 

C^MWatrif Aotoi 
uid be 


Uui 


^ ^«*i<r od«mM. tut m had owre 

•evooX tairj at «mc & 


Vet. Sr K<w rtudnd « hr mr»|lim' h u « 
: ”i tQO <bn Um he bad (not to .fa u« track ip 


feotrafcofcu ■o.o dn a ^c d J W n pn. eate d 

***•»■**»-**»** Hu TiPdaf nni j loartm 

A* onprin «*a al obwL* 

*A lnr*Meht old hold awn uooidrtfcntt the 
pb*.' ^w«d Maria Hrem, ail n u far 

Gcotfc *ah'a W)dM Ham 
Ifca 'rt H W i t ofthairfay or the trawl o(&« 

* t * <T ~* h ~-~ l T*hrnnfn miu 

■ M dM ^i. no i r rt d ntl .i lu bfam-mwWr 

Ibimb no ii •■lh« ihamta im* udtopraurt 

mr n fc ww m ipfaB tiaM p a ftirW ah-, «i-i 
unrAc FBI to jvtifr ansae 
dneormaa the mm learaat 
«hea Fmideat K«n BoodlL 


Wflamrts the® 

r ttac *mU m fifwa oat «tat 4 «d «w nd wL . 

Aad rah ike pmidtat'i am tribal ImWo 
let. tie fate of taoc = *-■ -- ■ • 


a Croftoa vt ffaMr ratuiof 


BEliO 

CGE 001 



579 


FM HO. 6l7S2931fl6 


Frotn Boston Globe Page 10 


US tells allies of smaller role 

ll won't alwajs take lead on local cnses. Christopher says 


WASHINGTON - in a radial departure tiom 
decades of policy. 0* CkUoc admnueOcooe hai 

waned the European al£« that Over can *e k«fer 
rrai: <n the United Stuo lo uke the tori tr 
■csotaef irfiooal trim, a amor adnun»t''*ti«« 
ofnoal ukl jwrtenity 

With the ollapa* of tht Sonet etnjure and the 


m deadod lomae ‘a 
riaoAi7-caje deeuwo to heft tht amount of 
Acencan oififerotni’ to world tnn To what w» 
Wink u tpptopi'jw.' uSd tht officul «t>o apokt U 


*The United Statu will deAaa the eueri of to 
( nmnitm Mi ind Uot meat may. on ocennan. till 
ikert of what MOM Amerione wooM kept for aed 
aomt F-wropaatta tufht Stt.' Mid tht acKflr pobey 


in easmptt of how tht Ueitad 
States ha* dtoborauly aouphx to ItnK Its thpwraUc 
and imhla-y u iTotr y n cr t by tppljint “new rcks of 

tojifwnttr to ■ w nunjr top US nlboilt l««r 

could become t quapnpo tor Prurient Ointoa 
■For theet who would like In km* Boom* 
-btcorat a US thow. Unti l diKTOfl. «liaa»»uuu e a t 
out there.* tht official mid "Ow approads b * wj 
difficult oat tor Man)’ at our European friends to 


Miubaw naffct fotl be tra yed by tin di 
Uaited Su— v Xsuia. Franct. Brita n w o o y» 
raok la* »uh to otablofc At aefc heetss far 
Muahma fat Beaman Morin* Mud noaqAto 

ffttuttn rVn —rtrt llMMi 

kuna Muriicn Praesdeat Alip betbejinTc hu 
denounced the plan u pattfaf Main in 

*’ “ "*■ — e.Setb 


in more than a year of warfare. The pin* lUonu 


the naieyse wepmsaaet of wl-neh Kuwait or LV 
Ptisan Colt 

Secretary of State Warren M Chnitephrr im« 
it dear to the EoToptanaJbu la irteriaOusmcaih 
that tht Uafted Sous would artfully Hail nt 
ptmopeoen in any colltrtjTt mibtaiy effort ir. 
K*«i Hw efiieuJ uio. 

-We wn ttttWf knu oa tha amount or 
Anerwn enfiftmeu ir Bouu and around the 
wertd.' th# ofneul arid. Ht spokt without > 
prepared toil 

Tht albas wanted the Unhid States to and 
pound trap* to Bosnia- e*wre thousand* of liiibiV.. 


Vesterdoy. tht m 

that the US-ied rsahtm that dim In^i fwcu ft 
Kuwait was sot Ow fir* battle of tfce* new world 
"Mitt.’ Rather, ht laid, It was the laet battle of thi 
Cold Vim In the new me. ‘theatre Botnus 
Cambodia*. Hutu.' tht offacul tud. AD three 
nations here been beset try Oni war and root h> 


pjrtwpatinf » UN uniuunu dloni Tnt 
■dminamuati mtood. 

As a eooiprocuet dtufotd lo pitch eeer the 
dlftertnees race* thi alha. tht Ejwwpemt. 
Rossini tad the Ihdind Statu Ult wotkend 
semoewd the uh Unc ptaa. A1 aidu aptwd it u 



Franctupukhflori 

bitod mie far beefed*? UN twees Gat wffl defend 
thehae u. la a draft iwoataOoa. the French hm 
pmpeetd that tfcaet farces «tt hi** the nthont* “to 
uitpodd* f*u» Sort) nahtiutf they refuse to iwl) 


Tht Uatod Statu hu preaaisod to defend UX 
trwopt who wffl patrol the hwrtsu. but ao)y with ac 
roiku aed asly V it i(fpets6eriQr uktd by the 
eommiader of UN lore “ 


The Eerwpean aftu 'wpuld Kke to km the 
adnriiBtjatm |« a aad lice e*er Boenia.* tht 
offioal and. *We m deterumod Dot to do thee." 

Iwtaad. the eOdi) uid. tht admimstraum ui 
dtoded that Writer* ether rwpmul playen fcere * 

peat Sake* m a erirts. *wa ihoold make won' dnr 

that w« wffl play a rate, a kaderilup ule. bu not 
•lior than to defer u the Umttd Statu ’ 

Dune j the Cold W«r era. the efCdal laif. uw: 
cmamea Wuhjsfioo pobtiral wisdom that a 
p r es dut teuM aNraya tarn teteeupn aftan-a If ht 
became fruumed with «rvu<| te push domestic 
policies Uvwuffc Cencieu 

Bui now '» prendecu to be active abroad ha.' «■ 
*“ ctiodc at homo* the official laid. “Unleu ou> 


IlltlllililUIIIIII 
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-would bke to have abroad ‘ 
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IW-a-SJttC l:j, 

Fraw Baste* Ctefcc Pa*a I 

White House rescinds firing of 5 on travel 
staff 


U ASHIKCTOC - 8 aater hn * 

:hr »**(*< Attoburmr. VUk H 
*-*«“*iad ravrtr Vest iter bad MK e»^r«f*»:T 

■* tteiraMW lac nil a ihr rJ atraptl. 

Th« fetp bad atari w y t >we 


»«i 1st nur. CtC'inw Oi*l*, pwyrf 

1 1 itite b tmji ateteta 
KpKCraittpikti’iiob. 

hawnufa Wteal U aa i triad Ktaaoal Mg 
■te«af«.ill*ak la actia: feat road •X'rqstsNaai 
•Tama tnawiMd cSMad OfftW* McLanr te 
- ■apdact «■ iWmI two rflteaw *«-. Bat 


»* aierwt)-. Tfct FBI dae? aM aorsuJy aju/inn 
^d-aratetWtatwartjfitewaatfaMg. 


* IbaFK I 

KttifMKhaawtpmriiawKUl pa tm w 
Auancr Gwail Jaaat Rea*, aottcf Uut Mi* PS i 


aoancT|*aml'WhMH«ae 4 nb*f 3 KUY 
a{***d la Made ta Rna'i ngmi 

~T*n b catkac ite**** la £u 
' »»«h«lap«*c««lb««««jii«yaedU>s 
i •dblafnqr* tfa* Aster Drnrfnm 
m 4 «h Fadml Ihaast tf Wka* 



tetemaea af tapaprit*, tte «Me (hat 

a a ai CT anfW | a tIVWn a 

* stadia pa m 


blUCtaMlittwa 


mm ft i te i r p ate i ta aa. d j i n a daj ttm te 

Vl**faaaMhadae««-'a»alKPaa** B tted 

.faM kMM^Miattat'SHihaMfrta 

hataifhtMi -at't ted.»tea**>*rtai*tad Mat MnWIdit Baoc bad 
1 atatMTbr* 


Tat 


V^Mt Haoae paa muwuey. Oca Da* *«?*. 
arrraacM Mat a .1 M*«a aahn a the «tfca had 
hwhrfhr-pw aa 11 ^ 1 mr od asaM he 
•attacadte tap toff baadtehr Cantata TW 
*>*? Ibafitwaialii tona atMw 



«*■» hat haaa teif *, 
"Th g^haa ^aftoabrtaaaadaCW.v- 

r **'* ?* « " "« at. o .. . | a ffi . 

WyOilfTroad.D^'.tffw.c^ 

!y , .? 1 ? tW, " !i,r * l »^w»wh 
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w lute House Jbaciia 
Off on Firings of 5 

FBI Statement Termed a * Mistake ’ 



OBTeenijS 1 


White House Retreats on the Firings 
Of Five Workers From Travel Office 
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3 RHfpji 


Travel Office Mess, Other Blunders Hun j 

President on Eve of House Budget Vote | 
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from BastM Oobt Pm** 1 

White House suddenly ousts its travel siafi 


b« Mtw nn*~ 


W'ASHINCTO'*' - Tv# Hr.? 

:u twire itrr-.-RH-'-'*- tre 1 Mlfr ■Wftsx aotiee 

■XK«f -9. eta; i spoke* .B«r nM freii 

nrunji nca. acci ir.rta!«ad t - w pfcj kk 

!>•: Whs- K« oe Tivre! Offt*. rb«a mj 
it •_-* jlaer. idrn?a»»*oer.. 

-»•«=*•-« «BOSf'sa: yr6bra»H\ii Hmk 
•}*« ■ r - d tuixi W-i O'!!! <3*ps that tarxfum 
sit pr«i»»et* c: cnpi. Tm office bQU cesri 
Btuuitci to* t-wr tttrt ofamo i mu 
T>t Waste Heel* fr*n aocratary Dm Dm 
M ytn. aaid jroacraae um > kaieroaCsdt aodt 
fame nit araddy tautg purtw- tni »*.- 
Uk FBI to* prabebiy bt celled to ■» otoTOu 

farther 

Aa>r>3L c gypoye ai Of tSe cHVm. -no* of wtcc, 
iuc nM 10 Wattageac about 1 ars. mtHtj 
■UW t u-t-jw j «t Cb-Joa p CaVonaa. wpt 
ir.Urx.ee eflba esao bn talar m h«m 
'. aVir't' brOewdcfUwcay.ahasdd 

M»Se Hw u ltai ul m i ^in Blum mM t>ry 
HilM>^uiiMKravCbqatf 
foirwp'jjfl 1 


Foret Oct tad t*» aacunry p mmi e d tn* the Sectvt 
Seciiet. M tilted 10 acher for nwnern 
'frer* tmi «hcr While Houie offira Uii hiad , 
t»M w« aw* m i lt imjocjf si »eli 

«jn that the Tree* <Vfi~ 

dr^ur. WSv Du.i»v,„ 

U-tw pracScta •’sWdd Lw*n ^ «»,, b 
*f* ROV.HMTfrt «wn but M not p^arted t , 
Cecil ic« > it reju-irom 

There an -*o ocmmaJ cnarfu then ai 

U-.u peon.' im u*d. a hbcuffe "v» i*,*), there mi 
athif Miuwa t*vi^Jh8| of the [ — ■■ • 

Da^ bid oo*r TO kin it ike office. ndudiu- 
Uic mw iredor. «d not non utephona ea*U 
J-WMdl). 

Myore Mfomd that Catber. r» Cerreht*. mho 

haa described bencifaa a aaecod or tbad man of 

tf» presdere. -rould mn tb* office with tSt help o< 
Cbro Walter, another jtwUAiJ CbnuM pobpeal 
apporatx. -T1 *b well brtoj orer a ton of ftnioce 
“■»a*«Mt aapw* the ipotoawoaian aid. 
^addedtlutConutohaiahaAdaraikpM 


« a otnr jood Job." kJTtn »a>4 
Cenwtei u 'nr/, rtry capable.^ * Tb. 
ha brat TOtanfdtb* White Homo office 



id to - a 

dUatkanoTlanil 

it taa t ba atoroad tar twr««C* Bat I 

t po b a M o rta c taid ftet dd c : know bo> ta^a the 
batawiTO. TOilht hal(v.aftha«aiRia«-h7ir 
w*b ooney ia eNobad b aa eparatea 

<*a Whoa Rmaa aeroa. apabda^ m mo6Hm 

tb wtii^Sioo ha awroadthit 

ikw h-jiiT :»* 


a( dallara lor Mpa tb^ «d cot oakt ar to- av 
that too bOad aosthf altar th« faa with ao 


offioe MBad raportan' trad* cards hr dtatfat they 


Mjwsaoofbttoaaaasa 
wobM mnaBrr nd thatn 

«Ubtradocad. 



«sa\ «wu«na o( thooaanda of doBan aob. 
d<poB5«f ae tber cam aad t>*a tompTOtv of 
■J« pnodcM'a atbadoSe. Horoar. aoch of the ms 
tf prokntia. tiwd, TOadiac the aparaoo-t af Air 

if-20*93 THU 1:20 BOSTON CUK 

TOraot. all ot «to« bad baas thara far m 


CiatR'i drfta ta eit tba f=S hr S potui 
Tba vnuf CbatM appotMoa pHda thanat 

on dour One*, tb« r on «ajr Md «ad M bnate 
•TO loU thaw aatbada no a 


t Jb cm*7ot>« is Ac While H wot aerras at 
rta MUM Of VS* prtsidcr- without tbt prwocTO 
of on aarriea la»». tatat m / adaiaiatnom kai-a 

»to carter emptoyro airoid lor eooonoty 

a.-»d iMUoiUonai mrovorv The Cotter Mfl kape 
•07 fc*'- c»»n l»t=t aoTfttl cfdarir tomti «ho w »d 
TOTOncal cwt ti par a itii CT far »t**v vmi 
rut ftrtd travel office staff ratreOtn are tre-l 
knroi to the Ut« Home press eorp* bXKW 


for the (Im ta 8*ar Toeh. aonflnaad (hat TO <W te 
f act do tha to%* bat dednad to provida dauda. 


FIX » SITSZS3IBS p ‘ 03/12 

^pppo ta^d pbotofrafibii i rely ao the effiee ter 

»r«*tbe 

Oae Wkha Hoooa adc areolred b tb» 
tmcstafoDonw desrfy ezasparetad by tbe 
Mtmty and taaor oMha oaaaDoatac at yarterdafa 


•ooreteoa tbeparjinj of the treed effie* 

*Wa kuad a p re bt a ai waW daataac it and 
we’re rdXmg the crap beat oat of to," tbt arte u>d. 
■iVhnf that the White House a aoodderirn ferremg 
orer all traee^ uranjcreenO fw the press corps to 
an Aitdb* freop 


■1111111111 
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Inland shipping lobbies - a case study in 


clout 


AMfine r«rTT» 

C* x : Staff . 

WA3H!NSW: - :i * "i™ 5 6 ? 

BmtfiniiuMni 


«*>• ~w m* 9M ** o« rt « «f *>=• 

V. t - W. e ftwfat - 

zrx b. j fru «**T> ^ »fC=C fr** **** Pb -Jt 
- to p*r ttar owa «wr? 

— gyfc Kb 1 ** t? o «bam of drtfr* w 


■»Sa »'•' ifc* uwi of ti-« «»lene3v» i-w pi 

i -falion tax on oicsei hid loo tnc 

:jrJ- « jiit/ milben ar-ncaJ ’u-W for u* 

iucii asd. toa ieuoretWM. iw-attorj 
boatr*. e*»TMC«7«i **« mq nisjiodocl/v 

Bid :<• nuM loci uj 

V.'eh int cAUjC. hs iK'. 10 Contra* is 
F«tna<>. Orrtc; did sot attempt 10 Vi: the worn' 
TTfhten-joiltriciitiWP^tYb)’ cfiaeg m fur »' 
to iS cant if. 19M. SO Mats ic 1950 and si*, po- 



le «<r*( 19. GiMOO joiccd a oo*ue of jroinir.erv 
e»;txi «ta Spi tnod to tran It* nbny o*r- the 
fan: a tS« rutftt frwr cosmitkitbs fc'xe 
Rfioaid Coacanasd U* NanoBaJ Taapoyon 
~ - BHbarahtte Ralph Nadar, to 



POM. r«3 Hg &■». <t i 
earfa of tiMMtfortrt'vhafva hm . ! 

' Mf**» _ 


la ».«»•« »*■■»» 

aaalta a« •**&.»« »C 

pw.fa C« alTP < r l *- |l *l li l r >— *« 

< Of rt f r aV naadtatir 


anfutannte' 

r .„ . DOMMlW flflbdt. cut an 

potoftooadM ^ a ny w t—tiB B aadhtpt 
1 1 ■ohiVi j wwilir- 


ilifaafoi 1 nir — c ~ < — 1 1 — T~ i^' 

, ^II.O hiM- f T^ 
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Clinton Fires White House T ravel Office, 
FBI Is Probing Allegations of Kickbacks 
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the white house 

WASHINGTON 


JUNE 3, 1993 


MEMORANDUM TO: 


FROM: 


DAVID WATKINS 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

VINCENT W. FOSTER ^ 

DEPUTY COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


Confirming our telephone conversation -ttev^ftemoon, Dayton Lehman, Deputy 
Assistant General Counsel of the Department of Transportation, advises that, based on his 
understanding of the method of operation from the newspaper accounts, the Travel Office 
may only utilize a carrier which has a license for public carriage under 14 CFR § 121. He 
mentioned this issue came up during the Presidential campaign as to a Clinton-Gore charter, 
and a letter (attached) was furnished to the FEC which, he understands, was then furnished 
to each of the campaigns. He first toid me that a carrier under long term contract might 
qualify as a private carrier if they only transported the press corps but in a later 
conversation ad/ised that they probably could not qualify since the press made a 
reimbursement for the carnage. (I do not know whether the carrier previously used had a 
public carriage license or not.) Lehman understands you or Bruce Overton may call if there 
are questions. 


cc: 


Mark D. Gearan 

Bruce L Overton (w/attachment) 
Cliff Sloan 
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Chairman John Warren MeGarry 
Federal Election Commission 
999 E Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20463 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to you to provide information regarding the economic licensing and 
operational certification of air carriers by the Department of Transportation (DOT), 
it is important that each of the presidential candidates be fully aware of tills 
information since they often charter large aircraft to travel to events and apparently 
some may be chartering aircraft from entitles that hold no-DOT economic authority 
and are not subject to the most stringent safety standards and oversight of the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), a DOT operating agency. Since your 
commission is In regular contact with the various campaign staffs, we are seeking 
•your assistance In disseminating this information. 

Initially, before any Ufi. aircraft operator can hold itself out to the public as 
providing scheduled or charter service, it must have DOT economic authority. In 
general, such authority is granted to Urge aircraft operators in the farm of an air 
carrier certificate issued under section 401 of the Federal Aviation Act (49 US.C App 
1371). Before granting such authority, this Department must find a carrier to be 
"fir, which entails a determination that the carrier has adequate financial resources, 
a competent management team and a proper compliance disposition. This fitness 
requirement is a continuing one and we monitor certificated carriers to ensure their 
compliance. In addition, certificated carriers must meet certain DOT economic 
rules, such as liability Insurance requirements (see. 14 CFR Part 205) and escrow 
requirements to protect charterers (see, 14 CFR §§207.17 and 208.40). 

Likewise, the FAA requires that any Ufi. aircraft operator holding itself out to the 
public as providing scheduled or charter service with large aircraft must comply 
with tite safety-reUttd certification and operating rules of Part 121 of the Federal 
Aviation ReguUtions (14 CFR Part 121). Those regulations are the most detailed 
and stringent of any of the FAA's aircraft operating rules and the FAA provides 
heightened. safety surveillance of carriers subject to Part 121. 

There are, however, opera ton of Urge, jet-powered passenger al roaf t that are not 
required to have DOT economic authority or to comply with 14 CFR Part 121. 
Provided these aircraft operators do not conduct their transportation business in a 
manner constituting common carriage (c.g., holding out to the general public in 
advertisements or telephone listings or through agents or broken, or otherwise 
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Chairman John- Warren MeGarry (2) 


- H U J 


acquiring a reputation for common carriage), they may ' tmnsport t pcnm or property 
UX or hire. These operators are regulated by Pan 125 of the Federal 
AviationRegulations (14 CFR Part 125); however. Part 125 does not contain satety 
standards a^ttingent as Part 121. Part 121 safety standards reflect the statutory 
requirement that all common carriers conduct their operations with the highest 
possible degree of safety. 

We believe It Is Important that the presidential candidates be made aware of the 
different regulatory environments in which aircraft operators provide 
traniportitionbyiir and, to effectuate that goal, we request your M^tanc. in 
providing those Candidates likely to charter large aircraft with a copy of this letter, 
hi addition, we request that the candidates advise my offic e and t he FAA If any 
operator erf. ^aircraft or i's ag«it solicits their air 

the operator does not have DOT economic authority or an FAA Part 121 air carrier 
operating certificate. 

If vou have any questions or desire additional information, please contact Samuel 
PodbereskV/ our Assistant General Counsel for Aviation Enforcement and 
Proceedings, on (202) 366-9342. If you or any of the presidential candid ates wish to 
ascertain whether a particular aircraft operator has DOT air earner authority, yo 
may contact Patricia Ssrom, Chief of our Air Carrier Fitness Division, on (202) 
366-9721- 
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UNTED STATES OF AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D. C 


Issued by the Department of Transportation 
on the 18th day of August, 1992 


_ — J. , SERVED: AUGUST 18, 1992 


VISCOUNT AIR SERVICE, INC 
Violations of Sections 401 and 
411 of the Federal Aviation Act 
and 14 CER 201.6. 


CONSENT ORDER 

This order concerns the activities of Viscount Air Service, Inc (Viscount), a 
company which holds authority granted by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) to operate under Part 125 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (14 CFR Part 125). 1 Viscount initiated flight operations in 1986, 
temporarily ceased operations in 1989, and resumed operations in 1991. 

After conducting an informal investigation of Viscount's activities, the Office 
of Aviation Enforcement and Proceedings (Enforcement Office) has 
concluded that Viscount engaged in unauthorized common carrier 
operations in violation of sections 401 and 411 of the Federal Aviation Act 
(Act; 49 U.S.C. app. §§ 1371 and 1381, respectively). Although it has applied 
for a certificate of public convenience and necessity to engage in air 
transportation under section 401 of the Act, 2 at all times relevant to this order. 
Viscount did not hold such authority under section 401. The Enforcement 


1 Part 125 of the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) (14 CFR Part 125) establishes 
certification and operating rules governing the operation of large aircraft when used for any 
purpose other than common carriage. Section 125.11(b) expressly provides that "(n)o certificate 
holder may conduct any operation which results directly or Indirectly from any person's 
holding out to the public to furnish transportation.' 

£ Viscount is currently prosecuting Applications for both section 401 and FAA Part 121 
certificates. 
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Office has also concluded that Viscount solicited air traraporwHon contracts 
in anticipation of receipt of section 401 authority, in violation of section 201.6 

of the Department's regulations (14 CFR 201.6). 

Section 401(a) of the Act provides that “no carrier sHall engage in any air 
transportation unless there is in force a certificate issued by the [Department 
of Transportation] authorizing such air carrier to engage in such 
transportation." Section 101 of the Act defines "air transportation" as the 
carriage bv aircraft of persons or property as a common earner for 
computation or hire (49 W. app. § 1301) ' It is well established that a 
company is engaged in air transportation as a common earner when it holds 
Itself out to the public as providing air transportation service. 

The term "common carriage" consists of four elements: (1) a holding out of a 
willingness to (2) transport persons or property (3) from place to place (4) for 
compensation. The most important element 1x1 determining whether a 
carrier is engaged in common carriage is whether there has been a holding 
out" to the public. It has been long held that 

[A] holding out of service may be evidenced by any means which 
indicate to the public that the carrier's services are 
indiscriminately available to all who may apply. The fact that a 
carrier may limit Its service to a class or segment of the general 
public or occasionally refuse to carry persons seeking service 
does not detract from the status as a common carrier so long as tt 
indicates a willingness to serve indiscriminately all within the 
class. 4 

Section 411 of the Act prohibits unfair and deceptive practices and unfair 
methods of competition in air transportation or its sale, ^chon 201.6 of 
Department's regulations prohibits an applicant for a 401 certificate from 
advertising and accepting reservations for air transportation until its 
application has been approved by the Department. 

The Enforcement Office's informal investigation disclosed that since 
resuming operations in 1991, Viscount has discussed with various P«so«* 
contracts for transportation by air for numerous different entities, deluding 
professional baseball, basketball, hockey, and football teams, college football 
teams, a political campaign organization, and a casino. As a result ° 
discussions, Viscount entered Into and performed or partially perform 

(9th Ox.), cert, denied, 369 VS. 885 (1962). 

4 ln»»fgftnHngntal. 41 GA.B. at 601. 
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contracts for the transportation by air of several different entities, for periods 
ranging from single flights to operations over an entire professional sports 
season of several months. 5 

r :: < 

With regard to the contract discussions described above, on many occasions,' 
initial contact between Viscount and the entity that 'sought a contract for 
transportation by air was made by an "aviation consultant" or a 
representative of a retail travel agency. Several of these contacts resulted in a 
contract between Viscount and the represented entity. In addition, on at least 
one occasion. Viscount paid a fee directly to an "aviation consultant" in 
connection with a contract On another occasion. Viscount offered a five 
percent commission to a retail travel agency in connection with Viscount's 
contract bid. Further, Viscount offered on at least one occasion to transport by 
air "at cost" family members of a professional sports team. Finally, on at least 
one occasion. Viscount accepted from a retail travel agency a payment in 
connection with a contract for air transportation. 

By Viscount's contracting to transport and transporting by air several types of 
entities, availing itself of die services of various "aviation consultants" and 
travel agents in its pursuit of such contracts, paying a commission to a third 
party, and gaining the reputation for a willingness to provide transportation 
by air to at least a class or segment of the general public while operating 
without a certificate issued under section 401 of the Act, the Department finds 
that Viscount has engaged in air transportation in violation of section 401 of 
the Act. By Viscount's engaging in air transportation without authority 
under section 401, the Department also finds that Viscount has also engaged 
in unfair and deceptive practices and unfair methods of competition in 
violation of section 411 of the Act 

The Enforcement Office's 'investigation further revealed that, on more than 
one occasion. Viscount made bids for contracts for transportation by air of 
college sports teams that were conditioned on Viscount's future acquisition of 
section 401 authority. Toe Department also finds that by providing bids on 
those cor tracts prior to receipt of its 401 authority, even if contingent on 
receiving hoped-for approval of its section 401 certificate. Viscount has 
violated section 201.6 of the Department's regulations. - 

In mitigation. Viscount asserts that there is no clear, well-defined 
understanding of the term "holding out to the public," or guidance on the use 


5 The Investigation alio disclosed that between 1986 and 1989, Viscount entered Into 
contracts with and transported by air several individuals and/or groups in the music 
entertainment industry. These contracts were performed by Viscount over periods of time 
ranging" from approximately 11 days to five and one-half months. Viscount also received 
numerous inquiries during the seme time period from musical entertainment groups to enter into 
contracts for transportation by air. 
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of agents, representatives, consultants, or brokers employed by the customer 
of private carriers. Viscount contends that it did not serve the public and 
instead served only a specialized market consisting primarily of professional 
sports teams. In addition, Viscount asserts that at no time did it actively hold 
out to the public by advertising or other proactive methods. Furthermore, 
Viscount contends that before entering into most of its contracts. It consulted 
the FAA, including the Flight Standards District Office holding Viscount's 
Part 125 certificate, for guidance as to whether the contract in question would 
be considered common carriage. Viscount claims that in every case the 
answer was that the contract was not considered the result of a holding out or 
that no answer was given, leading Viscount to believe that the FAA had no 
objection to the contract. As a result. Viscount states that it relied in.good 
faith on the representations or lack of objection by the FAA in entering into 
the contracts and that any violation was therefore unintentional. Finally, 
Viscount states that it has had no prior violations of the Act or the 
Department's regulations. 

The Enforcement Office and Viscount have , reached a settlement of this 
matter under which Viscount is willing to accept the issuance of this order to 
avoid potential litigation. 6 Under this order. Viscount is assessed $80,000 in 
compromise of potential dvil penalties that might otherwise be assessed. Of 
the assessed amount, $40,000 shall be due and payable as provided in the 
ordering paragraphs below. The remaining $40,000 will be suspended and 
forgiven unless Viscount fails to comply with the payment provisions of this 
order or commits other violations of sections 401 or 411 of the Act or section 
201.6 of die Department's regulations within one year of the date of issuance 
of this order, in which case the unpaid portion of the $80,000 penalty shall 
become due and payable immediately and Viscount will be subject to further 
enforcement action. This order and the penalty it assesses will provide a 
strong incentive to Viscount and other carriers to ensure that they do not 
operate without proper authority in the future. 

Viscount further agrees as part of this order to dismiss, with prejudice, 
Viscount Air Services. Inc, v. Federal Aviation Administration et al.. Civ 92- 
435-TUC-JMR (D. Ariz. filed June 22, 1992), and all related claims against the 
Department, including the FAA and various agency officials. For Its part, the 
Enforcement Office-so bng as Viscount complies with the terms of this 
order— agrees not to consider the submission by Viscount of its section 401 
application, this order, or the corresponding FAA order, as an admission of 
past violations by Viscount of section 401 and agrees not to use Viscount's 
past activities, this order, or the corresponding FAA order, as the basis of any 
negative recommendation with respect to compliance disposition, a factor 


6 Recently, the FAA entered into a separate consent order with Viscount bated on a 
finding (hat Viscount *h«ld out* to the public as a common carrier in violation of Peru 121 end 
125 . 
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that will be considered in connection with Viscount's application for 
certificate authority. 

This order is Issued under the authority contained in 49 CFR l-57a and 14 CFR 
385.22. 

accordingly, 

L Based on the above discussion, we approve this settlement and the 
provisions of this order as being in the public interest; 

2. Viscount Air Service, Inc., is found to have violated section 401(a) of 
the Federal Aviation Act by engaging in air transportation without the 
requisite economic authority for such transportation; 

3. Viscount Air Service, Inc., by engaging in the activity described in 
paragraph 2, is found to have also violated section 411 of the Federal 
Aviation Act by engaging in unfair and deceptive practices and unfair 
methods of competition in air transportation or its sale; 

4. Viscount Air Service, Inc., is found to have violated section 201.6 of 
the Department's regulations by providing bids on contracts for air 
transportation prior to receipt of its authority under section 401, of the 
Act; 

5. Viscount Air Service, Inc, is ordered to cease and desist from the 
activities described in ordering paragraphs 2 through 4; 

6. Viscount Air Service, Inc., is assessed $80,000 as a compromise of 
civil penalties that might otherwise be assessed for the violations 
described in ordering paragraphs 2 through 4 of this order. Of this 
amount, $40,000 shall be due and payable as follows: $10,000 within 15 
days of the date of issuance of this order; and $2,500 every thirty days 
thereafter for the next 360 days. The remaining $40,000 will be 
suspended for one year and forgiven unless Viscount fails to comply 
with the payment provisions of this order or commits other violations 
of sections 401 or 411 of the Act or section 201.6 of the Department's 
regulations within one year of the date of Issuance of this order, in 
which case the unpaid portion of die $80,000 penalty shall become due 
and payable immediately. Failure to pay the penalty as ordered shall 
also subject Viscount to an assessment of interest, penalty, and 
collection charges under the Debt Collection Act, and possible 
enforcement action for failure to comply with this order; and 

7. Payments shall be made by wire transfer through the Federal 
Reserve Communications System, commonly known as "Fed Wire, 
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to the account of the US. Treasury. The wire transfer shall be executed 
In accordance with the instructions contained in Attachment 1. 

This order will become a final order of the Department 10 days after its service 
date unless a timely petition for review is filed or the Department takes 
review on its own moth n. 

BY: 


ROSALIND A. KNAPP 
Deputy General Counsel 

(SEAL} 
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From 
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Ret 


Ordering Bank and Related Data 


TREAS nyc/ctb/ost 




B NFs/AC-69010005 OBU 




Pajrjr 






1. Treasury Department Code — Provided. 

2. Type Code— To be provided by Sending Bank. 

3. Sending Bank’s Code— (ABA »). 

4. Reference Number— Optional number, entered if Sending Bank desires 
to number transaction. 

5. Amount— Include dollar sign and punctuation including cents digits. 

6. Sending Bank Name — Telegraphic abbreviation corresponding to Item 4 
7/S. Entire line provided precisely as shown. 


9. Entire line provided precisely as shown. 

10. Enter name of air carrier or other payor (as shown on order). 

11. Identify Payment (maximum SO digits). Enter order number (if anyi. 

issue date, and state "installment” or “full payment." 


NOTE: Questions about these Instructions should be directed to Vash Pare kh 
*<M-8(L2) (2021 366-5760. To ensure proper credit. Mr. Parekh should be 
notified when each payment is made. 

(Effective 10/1/91) 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, D. C 

Issued by the Department of Transportation 
on the 11th day of February, 1992 


Alnnark Aviation, Inc. 
Violations of 49 US.C. $1371 


Served February 11, 1992 


CONSENT ORDER 

This order concerns activities of Airmark Aviation, Inc. (Alnnark), during 
the time it was certificated by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
under the provisions of 14 CFR Fart 125.' After conducting an informal 
investigation of those activities, the Office of Aviation Enforcement and 
Proceedings (Enforcement Office) has concluded that Airmark engaged in 
unauthorized common carrier operations in violation of section 401 of the 
Act (49 U.S.C. $1371). 

Section 401(a) of the Act provides that "no carrier shall engage in any air 
transportation unless there is in force a certificate issued by the (Department 
of Transportation) authorizing such air carrier to engage In such 
transportation." It is well established that a company is engaged in air 
transportation as a common carrier when it holds itself out to the public as 
providing air transportation service.! 


'Pan 12S of the Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) (H CFR Part 125) establishes 
certification and operating rules governing the operation of large aircraft when used for any 
purpose other than common carriage. Section 125.11(b) expressly provides that "Injo certificate 
holder may conduct any operation which results directly or Indirectly from any person's 
holding out to the public to famish transportation.- Recently, the FAA revoked Alnnark's Pan 
125 certificate tinder its emergency procedures on the basts of information that Alnnark had 
-held our to the public as a common carrier In violation of Part 125. 

US. 1ttt 41 CAB 5fl3 (\965Y L>. Vepn Hadenda. Inc. and Henry E. 
Erict. Enforcement Proe^n f 31 CAB 415 (I960), appealed and. as modified, order affde29B 
PJd 430 «1A_ 9, 1962 ). cert denied 3S9 US. 8S5. 


IllRIilHMIll 




The Informal Investigation disclosed that, in 1990, Alrmark Group, Inc., a 
corporation affiliated with Airmark Aviation, Inc., presented a study to the 
National Basketball Association (NBA) on the use of private carriage versus 
scheduled or charter service provided by common carriers'. Following up on 
that presentation, in 1991 Airmark Aviation's president made a presentation 
to the NBA Trainers' Association in which he discussed the relative merits of 
private and common carriage and distributed handouts explaining Airmark's 
operations. That handout contained the statement that Airmark's service 
was operated under Part 121 of the FAA's regulations. 3 Shortly thereafter, 
several NBA teams contacted Airmark and requested individual charter air 
service proposals for their teams. Four NBA teams ultimately contracted 
with Airmark for air transportation services. 

Also, during 1991, Airmark enlisted the services of a former major league 
baseball player to contact representatives from major ieague baseball and 
hockey teams regarding Airmark's services. Although Airmark states that no 
formal contracts were furnished through this source, die company admits 
that a contract with the Baltimore Orioles was arranged through a separate 
Airmark source. On May 9, 1991, Airmark signed a contract with the 
Baltimore Orioles and, according to the carrier, began transporting the team 
on July 14, 1991A 

In mitigation, Airmark states that It relied on the information given by 
aviation experts, including several FAA and DOT personnel, in concluding 
that its actions "passed muster". Furthermore, die carrier contends that it has 
not "held out" its services as a common carrier since It was invited to make 
presentations to die NBA and all of Its business has been procured principally 
by "word of mouth' and not through advertising. Airmark also contends 
that its operations did not amount to a holding out since they were directed to 
a "miniscule" segment of die public Airmark admits that it enlisted the 
services of a former major league baseball player to develop its charter 
program vlth professional baseball teams, but states that it suspended his 
services when it was informed they were improper. 

Airmark further explains that the reference in its handout to NBA teams that 
Its operations were conducted under Part 121 of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations was mistakenly not removed from the Airmark Group handouts 
first provided NBA officials. Airmark states that no Airmark employee ever 


3 Put 121. of Ihe Federal Aviation Regulation. M CFR Part 121, apedfles certification and 
operating rules applicable to common carriers that operate large aircraft. 

* Airmark was not certificated by the FAA under Part 125 of the Federal Aviation Regulations 
until July 13, 1991. 
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stated the company was certificated by the FAA under Part 121, that the 
mistake was corrected in August 1991, two months after the incorrect . 
handouts were distributed, and that ail of Alrmark's charter contracts - 
contained specific langu »ge stating that its flights would be conducted 
pursuant to FAR Part 125. Notwithstanding these mitigating factors, we 
believe that Airmark's air transportation operations, which were conducted 
without the requisite Department authority, warrant enforcement action. 


The term "common carriage" consists of four elements: (1) a holding out of a 
willingness to (2) transport persons or property (3) from place to place (4) for 
compensation. The most important element in determining whether a 
carrier is engaged in common carriage Is whether there has been a "holding 
out" to the public. It has been long held that *[a] holding out of service may 
be evidenced by any means which Indicate to the public that the carrier's 
services are indiscriminately available to all who may apply. The fact that a 
carrier may limit its service to a class or segment of the general public or 
occasionally refuse to carry person seeking service does not detract from the 
status as a common carrier so long as it indicates a willingness to serve 
indiscriminately all within the class." Intercontinental. U.5.. Inc.. 41 CAB 583, 
601 (1965). 


Accordingly, the fact that Airmark confined its business solicitations to a 
small segment of the public, in this case professional sports teams, does not 
preclude a finding that Airmark indiscriminately held itself out as a common 
carrier. Airmark's proposals were specifically targeted towards persuading 
professional sports teams that charter air service was preferable to commercial 
air service. The clear intent behind Airmark's proposal was to elicit business 
for Itself. Furthermore, the subsequent contracts and air transportation that 
resulted from Airmark's "holding out" through Its proposals support a 
finding that the last three elements of common carriage were also present. 
Therefore, a finding that Airmark engaged in common carriage dearly Is 
warranted. 5 


The Enforcement Office and Airmark have reached a settlement of this 
matter. While neither admitting nor denying the allegations, Airmark Is 
willing to accept the findings and condusions of this order to avoid potential 
litigation. Under this order, Airmark is assessed $45,000 In compromise of 
potential dvll penalties otherwise assessable under the provisions of section 
901 of the Act (49 U.S.C. §1471). Of this amount $15,000 shall be due and 
payable according to the schedule stated below. The remaining $30,000 will be 
forgiven if Airmark refrains from further violations over the next year. The 
Enforcement Office believes that the assessment of a dvll penalty of $45,000 in 
this instance is warranted in light of the nature and extent of the violations in 


5 Ainnirk U currently prosecuting applications for both section 401 and FAA Part 121 
certificates. 
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question. This order and the penalty it assesses will provide a strong 
Incentive to Airmark and other carriers to ensure that they do not operate 
without proper authority In the future. 

For its part, the Enforcement Office agrees not to consider the submission by 
Airmark of a section 401 application as an admission of past violations by 
Airmark of section 401 and agrees not to use Airmark's past activities as the 
basis of any negative recommendation with respect to compliance 
disposition, a factor that will be considered in connection with the 
respondent's application for certificate authority. 

This order is issued under the authority contained in 49 CFR 1.57a and 14 CFR 
385.22. 

ACCORDINGLY, 

1. Based on the above discussion, we approve this settlement and the 
provisions of this order as being in the public interest; 

2. We find that Airmark Aviation, Inc., has violated section 401(a) of 
the Federal Aviation Act by engaging in air transportation without the 
requisite economic authority for such transportation; 

3. We order Airmark Aviation, Inc, to cease and desist from the 
activities described in ordering paragraph 2; end 

4. Airmark Aviation, Inc, is assessed $45,000 as a compromise of dvil 
penalties that might otherwise be assessed for the violations described 
In ordering paragraph 2 of this order. Of this amount, $15,000 shall 
become due and payable as follows: one $5,000 payment within 60 days 
after Issuance of this order and four $2,500 payments at 90 day intervals 
thereafter. The remaining $30,000 shall be forgiven If Airmark refrains 
from further violations for one year following the issuance of this 
order. Each payment shall be made by wire transfer through the 
Federal Reserve Communications System, commonly known as "Fed 
wire", to the account of the U.S. Treasury. The wire transfer shall be 
executed in accordance with the endosed instructions. Failure to pay 
the penalty as ordered will subject Airmark Aviation, Inc. to 
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assessment of interest penalty, and collection charges under the Debt 
Collection Act, and possible enforcement action for failure to comply 
with this order. 

This order will become a final order of the Department 10 days after its service 
unless a timely petition for review is filed or the Department takes review on 
Its own motion. 

EY: 


(SEAL) 


ROSALIND A. KNAPP 
Deputy General Counsel 
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United States Senate 

omct o« T “C mnnucam uaocr 

WAtNMOTOM. K IM 1O-T03C 

July 13, 1993 

The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the 
United States 

U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear Attorney Ceneral Ranoi 

After reviewing the White Bouse Travel Office Management 
Review (the “White House Report*), X am more convinced than ever 
of the need to conduct an independent investigation into the 
entire Travel Office affair, 

I am, therefore, writing to urge you to appoint a special 
counsel to conduct a thorough review of the events leading up to 
the firings of the Travel Office employees and possible White 
House manipulation of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the 
Internal Revenue Service to Justify these firinge. As you know, 
you have the legal authority; to appoint a special counsel. See 
28 U.S.C. 533. There is also precedent for this approach. Most 
recently, former Attorney General William Barr appointed special 
counsels to investigate the Rouse Bank scandal and the Inslaw 
case . 



bob oolc 

KANSAS 


The White House Report raises a number of disturbing 
gueetions that merit close scrutiny! 

1. Did Harry Thomason, a partner and one-third owner of 
Thomason, Martens s Richland (“TMR“), an airline charter company 
that sought business from the Travel Office, violate 18 U.S.C. 
section 208, the federal conflicts of interest statute? As you 
know. Section 208 prohibits government employees and "special 
government employees' from taking actions on matters in which 
they may have a financial interest. 

The White House Report itself suggests that Thomason may 
qualify as a special government employee. According to the White 
House Report, Thomason “had been asked to consult on the staging 
u ^ dent la 1 events and was provided with an access pass of 

Issued to staff, allowing him open passage throughout 
the white House complex. He was permitted temporary use of an 
office in the East wing (White House Report, p. 6).“ Thomason's 
presence in the White House was such an accepted part of daily 
' that " t n)o one objected when he began looking into 

l ° f the Travel Office, which clearly extended beyond 
what he wae originally asked to do (White House Report, p. 21)." 

The White House Report also euggeeta that Thoiaaeon took 
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specific actions that would benefit THR. For examplei 

* In early February, Thomason telephoned White House Press 
Secretary Dee Dee Myers and ashed whether the White House 
charter company business was subject to competitive 
bidding. Myers assumed that it was, and Thomason told 
Darnell Martens, his business partner in TMR, to contact 
Myers (White House Report, p. 5). 

* In late March, Thomason aantionad to President Clinton 
' himself that “he thought there was trouble in a White 

House department having to do with travel. .. (White House 
Report, p. 5).* 

* In early April, Thomason telephoned David Watkins, the 
Director of the White Mouse Office of Administration, and 
told him that be had heard allegations about corruption 
in the Travel office (White House Report, p. E). 

* On Kay 10, Thomason asked Watkins about tha status of the 
Travel Office. Watkins said that he had placed a staff 
assistant, Catherine Cornelius, in the Travel Office. 
Following his meeting with Thomason, Watkins called 
Cornelius to ask her to meet with Thomason. Thomason 
then asked HartanB to fax his February memo on the Travel 
Office to the White Houae (White House Report, p. 6). 

* On Hay 12, Thomason met with Watkins, Cornelius, Deputy 
White House Counsel Vincent Foster, and Associate White 
House Counsel William Kennedy, to express concerns about 
the Travel Office (White House Report, p. 7) 

* On May 17, Watkins wrote a memo to White House Chief of 
Staff Thomas McLarty in which he stated that review of 
the Travel Office “was accelerated in response to the 
urgings of Harry Thomason and Catherine Cornelius 
(White House Repoit, p. 10).“ 

Even -the white Houbo Report admits that Thomason acted 
inappropriately. It states that “Thomason should have avoided 
continued involvement in a matter in which his business partner 
and hie friends in the charter business stood to benefit and in 
which there was an appearance at a financial conflict of interest 
(emphasis added). - White Houbs Report, p. 21. Some might 
suggest that Thomason's actions involved an actual conflict of 
interest, rather than the appearance of one, and that Thomason 
himself stood to benefit as well, not just “his business partner 
and his friends in the charter business. - 

2. After the dismissal of the Travel Office employees, did 
the hiring of World Wide Travel to run the Travel Office on an 
interim basis violate any ethical or legal standards? I have 
been Informed that World wide is owned, in part, by Worthen Bank. 
Worthen is a client of the Rose Law Firm of Little Rock. 
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Kennedy , Foster, Associate Attorney General Webstar Hubball, « n rt 
the First lady are all former partners of the Rose haw Firm. it 
is also my understanding that World Wide Travel is a former 
client of Watkins. 

3. Did the White House staff or others in the executive 
branch exert pressure on the IRS to initiate an investigation of 
„ e a f r ii5? char ter company that formerly did business 
with the Travel office? The White House Report admits that 
Kennedy threatened to go to the IRS, if the FBI did not act on 
th© Travel Office matter inmediafcely, See White House Report, d. 
7 7 • According to the Whit* Hou»© Report, Kennedy also indicated 
in his conversations with the FBI that th© Travel Office matter 
* b 5 in9 directed or followed at the higheet level© of the 
White House . " White House Report, p. 8. Although the White 

JePort deniej any direct white HoSee contact® Stth ttaTns 

ma * indirect contacts with the irs 
made by other members of (-.he executive branch? 

. , 4 - ,? id “ ny action taken during the Travel Office affair 
v iclste 18 U.S.C. section 800? As you know, this s nature 
prohibits anyone from promising employment, compensation, or 
other benefit to any person as a reward for political activity. 

5. Did the FBI act properly in its response to the White 
?v UB l. r8<J V e SL? or - an investigation into potential wrongdoing in 
the Travel Office? According to a letter to me from FBI Director 

there a !Lf 0 -«n???', dll * e,:l _iS?* 28 ' 1593 ' **“ FE1 determined that 
there was sufficient predication to initiate a criminal 

? ravel Office on Hay 1 A, one day after 
n * t wlth Hhite House officials on the Ltter and 
five days before the Travel Office employee© were publicly fired. 

Deoaiimfn^rifrf the Sessions letter, the FBI and the Justice 
f el > - at a11 en the findings of the Peat 
Marwick audito..s, who began their work on May 14. Instead it 

to^initiate that £hore waa ‘sufficient predication 

to initiate a criminal investigation* based soley on a series of 

who V at B no i ttoe <1 rtrS!led n h B with Kennedy ' Foster/and Cornelius, 
The fbi S 1 he f f"" in the Travel Office, 

the who participated in these meetings are some of 

. , A 9b©B«“raTJcing of f icia le in th© Bureau— Unit Chief Hov&rd B 

*««rvatio„ 3il££' O^SToSi? 

and UnlfchUf^cha^'B a w:de?"* t8/P ° UCy < “ d PlMmin « Bait ’ 

cuieklv i!! e ri«!™' d < thJ Justice Department normally act so 
SiSeLzL*- t !5 llnin 3 that a criminal investigation should be 
face 3 “ Bt one day after uhi first face-to- 

for three 1 ?!! ® off iclols? Is it standard practice 

decisiSn^inSino ? to involve themselves directly in the 

partlcula^lv wh„n^?f a Li ea ^ n ? up to a criminal investigation, 
pamcuiariy when the potential " crime - involve© some lax 

accounting procedure© and a relatively minor *ua— $18,000 in 
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unaccounted -for petty cash vouchers? Wouldn't criminal 
allegation* of thie nature normally be handled by non-supervisory 
personnel in the FBI' a Washington Metropolitan Field Office? 

*** 


Finally/ I would like to take this opportunity to exprase 
several additional concerns . 

First, the White House Report states that Kennedy initiated 
contact wih the FBI about the Travel Office by telephoning Jim 
Bourke, an FBI agent with whom he daily contact on background 
checks. At the time of the telephone call, the White House 
Report claims that the White House had a policy in place 
regulating White Houae involvement in pending criminal matters, 
but that it had no policy for dealing with potential criminal 
matters, such as potential criminal wrongdoing in the Travel 
Office. The White House Report argues that Kennedy's initisl 
contact with Bourke violated no policy. 

Kith respect to White Houae policy for pending criminal 
matters, the White Houae Report cites a memorandum, dated 
February 22 and prepared hy White Houae Counsel Bernard Nussbsum, 
providing that inquiries i.bout cr imina l matters "will be 
transmitted by the Counsel's Office to the office of the Attorney 
General and the Deputy Attorney General." Bee White House 
Report, p. 16. 

As one of its proposed “reforms," the White House Report 
cites a new policy providing that "all contacts concerning 
ongoing FBI investigations or possible criminal activity will 
occur only between Counsel's Office and the Attorney General, the 
Deputy Attorney General, and the Associate Atto rney General 
(emphasis added)." See White House Report, p. 23. 

In my view, adding Associate Attorney General Webster 
Hubbell to the list of those whom the White House Counsel's 
Office may permissibly contact on criminal matters is a mistake. 
Quite simply, it suggests the potential for more politics rather 
than less. As you know, Foster, Kennedy, and Hubbell are all 
former partners of the Rose Law Firm of Little Rock. They have a 
prior, independent relationship that could lead to the perception 
that political considerations will play a role in contacts 
between the Counsel's Offlcs and the Juetice Department. 

Second, the White House Report states that the "former 
Travel office employees were not interviewed because the Attorney 
General expressly requester that we refrain from doing so. (See 
letter from Deputy Attorney General, Exhibit A).’ The letter 
from Deputy Attorney General Philip Reymann to John Podesta, an 
Assistant to the President, is dated July 1, 1993, the day 
immediately preceding the release of the White Houae Report on 
July 2. Surely, you or someone else within the Justice 
Department had conveyed your concerns about interviewing the 



Travel Office employees before July 1. If not, I would 
appreciate learning why you delayed communicating these concerns 
until July l. i think it's fair to assume that the White House 
Report had been substantially completed by that date. Quite 
frankly, the letter appears to be an after-thought, solicited by 
the authors of the white louse Report to justify why they had not 
interviewed the Travel Office employees as part of their internal 
investigation. 

Third, my office recently contacted John Collingwood, the 
FBI s Director of Congressional and Public Affairs, to request a 
meeting to clarify some of the points raised by FBI Director 
William Sessions in his letter to me of June 28, 1993. Ky staff 
subsequently received a telephone call from a Mr. Joseph 
Graupensperger, an Attorney-Advisor in the Justice Department's 
Office of Legislative Affairs, in this call. Hr. Graupensperger 
stated that Collingwood would meet with iny staff, but that the 
meeting would be a 'one-shot deal' and that the Justice 
Department -did not intend to Bend FBI agents to the Hill.' 

Quite simply, I consider Mr. Graupensperger ' s comments to be 
unreasonable, if not outrageous. As Director of the FBI's Office 
of Congressional and Public Affairs, Collingwood is responsible 
for fielding inquiries from Congressional offices about FBI 
matters. That's hia job. I also find it highly irregular that 
three FBI unit Chiefs and several other FBI agents would be sent 
to the white House to Investigate a matter involving 518,000 in 
unaccounted-for petty cash vouchers, yet, when my staff requests 
a meeting to clarify some ongoing correspondence between myself 
and the FBI Director, we are told it's a 'one-shot deal" and that 
no further help will be forthcoming. 

I would appreciate being informed if Mr. Graupensperger was 
acting on behalf of someone else in the Justice Department. I 
would also appreciate knowing if Mr. Graupensperger was acting 
pursuant to either a formal ox informal Justice Department 

nn l 4 nr 


Attorney General Reno, thank you for your prompt 
consideration of this request. 1 look forward to hearing from 

VOU flftnn 9 


Sincerely, 

% 

BOB DOLE^T’ 


BD/ds 
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The Honoi ; Janet Reno 

Attorney General of the 
United States 

U.S. Department of Justice 
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Dear Attorney General Reno: 

After reviewing the White House Travel Office Management 
Review (the "White House Report"), I am more convinced than ever 
of the need to conduct an independent investigation into the 
entire Travel Office affair. 


I an, therefore, writing to urge you to appoint a special 
counsel to conduct a thorough review of the events leading up to 
the firings of the Travel Office employees and the poo Bible white 
House manipulation of the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the 
Internal Revenue Service to justify these firings. As you know, 
you have the legal authority to appoint a special counsel, gee 
28 U.S.C. 533. There* is also precedent for this approach. Most 
recently, former Attorney General William Barr appointed special 
counsels to investigate the House Bank scandal and the Ins law 
case. 


She White House Report raises a number of disturbing 
questions that merit close scrutiny* 

1. Did Harry Thomason, a partner and one- third owner of 
Thomason, Martens a Richli nd ( •TMR" ) , an airline charter company 
that sought business from the Travel Office, violate 18 U.S.C. 
section 208, the federal conflicts of interest statute? As you 
know. Section 206 prohibits government employees and "special 
government employees* from taking actions on matters in which 
they may have a financial interest. 

The White House Report itself suggests that Thomason may 
qualify as a special government employee. According to the White 
House Report, Thomason “had been asked to consult on the staging 
of presidential eventB and was provided with an access pass of 
the kind issued to staff, allowing him open passage throughout 
the White House complex. He was permitted temporary use of an 
office in the Bast Wing (White House Report, p. €)." Thomason '6 
presence in the White House was such an accepted part of daily 
life there, that "(njo one objected when he began looking into 
the affairs of the Travel Office, which clearly extended beyond 
what he was originally asked to do (White House Report, p. 21). M 

The White House Report also suggests that Thomason took 
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specific actions that would benefit TMR. For example i r. , , 

* In early February, Thomason telephoned White House Press 
Secretary Dee Dee Myers and asked whether the White House 
charter company business was subject to competitive 
bidding . Myers assumed that it was, and Thomason told 
Darnell Martens, his business partner in TMR. to contact 
Myers (White House Report, p. 5). 

* In late March, Thomason mentioned to President Clinton 
himself that “he thought there was trouble in a White 
House department having to do with travel. .. (White House 
Report, p. 5).“ 

* m early April, Thomason telephoned David Watkins, the 
Director of the White House Office of Administration , and 
told him that he had heard allegations about corruption 
in the Travel office (White House Report, p. 6). 

* On May 10, Thomason asked Watkins about the status of the 
Trsvel Office. Watkins said that he had placed a staff 
assistant, Catherine Cornelius, in the Travel Office. 
Following his meeting with Thomason, Watkins called 
Cornelius to ask her to meet with Thomason. Thomason 
then asked Martens to fax his February memo oh the Travel 
Office to the White House (White Bouse Report, p. 6). 

* On Hay 12, Thomason met with Watkins, Cornelius, Deputy 
White House Counsel Vincent Foeter, and Associate White 
House Counsel William Kennedy, to express concerns about 
the Travel Office (White House Report, p. 7) 

* On May 17, Watkins wrote a memo to White House Chief of 
Staff Thomas McLarty in which he stated that review of 
the Travel Office "was accelerated in response to the 
urgings of Harry Thomason and Catherine Cornelius 
(White House Report, p. 10).’ 

Even the White House Report admits that Thomason acted 
inappropriately. It states that "Thomason should have avoided 
involvement in & matter in which hie business partner 
and hi6 friends in the charter business stood to benefit and in 
which there vac an appearance of a financial conflict of interest 
(emphasis added).’ white House Report, p. 21. Some might 
suggest that Thomason's actions Involved an actual conflict of 
interest, rather than the appearance of one, and that Thomason 
himself stogd to benefit as well, not just "his business partner 
and his friends in the charter buslnese." 

?• After the dismissal of the Travel Office employees, did 
the hiring of World Wide Travel to run the Travel Office on an 
interim basis violate any ethical or legal standards? I have 
been informed that World Wide is owned, in part, by Worthen Bank, 
worthen is a client of the Rose Law Firm of Little Rock. 
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Kennedy, Foeter, Associate Attorney General Webster Hubbell, and 
the First bady are all former partners of the Rose haw Firm, it 
is also my understanding that World Wide Travel is a former 
client of Watkins. 

3. Did the White House staff or others in the executive 
branch exert pressure on the IRS to initiate an investigation of 
Ultrair, the airline charter company that formerly did business 
with the Travel Office? The White House Report admits that 
Kennedy threatened to go to the IRS, if the FBI did not act on 
the Travel Office matter immediately. £s£ White House Report, p. 
17 . According to the White House Report, Kennedy also indicated 
in his conversations with the, FBI t hat the Travel Office matter 
was "being directed or followed at the highe s t levels of the 
White House." See White House Report, p. 8 . Although the White 
House Report denies any direct white House contacts with the IRS 
about the Travel Office, were any indirect contacts with the IRS 
made by other members of the executive branch? 

4 . Did any action taken during the Travel Office affair 
violate 18 U.S.C. section 600? An you know, this statute 
prohibits anyone from promising employment, compensation, or 
other benefit to any person as a reward for political activity. 

5. Did the FBI act properly in its response to the Whits 
House request for an investigation into potential wrongdoing in 
the Travel Office? According to a letter to me from FBI Director 
William Sessions, dated June 28, 1993, the FBI determined that 
there was "sufficient predication to initiate a criminal 
investigation" into the Travel Office on Kay 14, one day after 
FBI agents first met with White House officials on the matter and 
five days before the Travel Office employees were publicly fired. 

According to the Sessions letter, the FBI and the Justice 
Department did not rely at all on the findings of the Peat 
Marwick auditors, who began their work on May 14. Instead, it 
appears the FBI concluded that there was "sufficient predication 
to initiate a criminal investigation" based eoley on a series of 
conversations and meetings with Kennedy, Foeter, and Cornelius, 
who at no time revealed her own interest in the Travel Office. 

The FBI officials who participated in these meetings are some of 
the highest-ranking officials in the Bureau-Unit Chief Howard B. 
Apple, Interstate Theft/Govemment Reservation Crimes Unit; Unit 
Chief Patrick J. Foran, Safe 8treets/Policy and Planning Unit; 
and unit chief Richard B. Wade. 

Do the FBI and the Justice Department normally act so 
quickly in determining that a criminal investigation should be 
initiated — in this case, just one day after the first face-to- 
face meeting with White House officials? Is it standard practice 
for three FBI Unit Chiefs to involve themselves directly in the 
decision-making process leading up to a criminal investigation, 
particularly when the potential "crime" Involves some lax 
accounting procedures and a relatively minor sum— $18,000 in 
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unaccounted-for petty cash voucher*? Wouldn't criminal 
allegation* of this nature normally be handled by non-eupervieory 
personnel in the FBI'* Washington Metropolitan Field Office? 


Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to express 
several additional concerns. 

First, the White House Report states that Kennedy initiated 
contact vih the FBI about the Travel Office by telephoning Jim 
Bourke, an FBI agent with whom he daily contact on background 
checks. At the time of the telephone call, the White House 
Report claims that the White House had a policy in place 
regulating White House involvement in pending criminal matters, 
but that it had no policy for dealing with potential criminal 
matters, such as potential criminal wrongdoing in the Travel 
Office. The White House Report argues that Kennedy's initial 
contact with Bourke violated no policy. 

With respect to White House policy for pending criminal 
matters, ths White House Report cites a memorandum, dated 
February 22 and prepared by White House Counsel Bernard Hussbaum, 
providing that inquiries about criminal matters "will be 
transmitted by the Counsel's Office to the office of the Attorney 
General and the Deputy Attorney General . * Bee white House 
Report, p. 16. 

As one of its proposed "reforms," the White House Report 
cites a new policy providing that "all contacts concerning 
ongoing FBI investigations or possible criminal activity will 
occur only between Counsel's Office and the Attorney General, the 
Deputy Attorney General, and the Associate Attorney General 
(emphasis added)." See White House Report, p. 23. 

In my view, adding Associate Attorney General Webster 
Hubbell to the list of those whom the White House Counsel's 
Office may permissibly contact on criminal matters is a mistake. 
Quite simply, it suggests the potential for more politics rather 
than less. As you know, Foster, Kennedy, and Hubbell are all 
former partners of the Rose Law Firm of Little Rock. They have a 
prior, independent relationship that could lead to the perception 
that political considerations will play a role in contacts 
between the Counsel's Office and the Justice Department. 

Second, the White House Report states that the "former 
Travel Office employees were not interviewed because the Attorney 
General expressly requested that we refrain from doing so. (See 
letter from Deputy Attorney General, Exhibit A)." The letter 
from Deputy Attorney General Philip Heymann to John Fodesta, an 
Assistant to the President, is dated July 1, 1993, the day 
immediately preceding the release of the White House Report on 
July 2. Surely, you or someone else within the Justice 
Department had conveyed your concerns about interviewing the 
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Travel Office employees before July 1- If not, I would 
appreciate learning why you delayed communicating these concerns 
until July 1. I think it's fair to assume that the White House 
Report had been substantially completed by that date. Quite 
frankly, the letter appears to be an of ter- thought , solicited by 
the authors of the White House Report to justify why they had not 
interviewed the Travel Office employees as part of their internal 
investigation . 

Third, my office recently contacted John Collingvood, the 
FBI's Director of Congressional and Public AffairB, to request a 
meeting to clarify some of the points raised by FBI Director 
William Sessions in his letter to me of June 28, 1993. My etaff 
subsequently received s telephone call from a Mr. Joseph 
Graupensperger, an Attorney-Advisor in the Justice Department's 
Office of Legislative Affairs. In this call, Mr. Graupensperger 
(Stated that Collingvood would meet with my staff, but that the 
meeting would be a "one-shot deal” and that the Justice 
Department "did not intend to send FBI agents to the Hill." 

Quite simply, I consider Mr. Graupensperger ' s comments to be 
unreasonable, if not outrageous. As Direotor of the FBI's Office 
of Congressional and Public Affairs, Collingvood is responsible 
for fielding inquiries from Congressional offices about FBI 
matters. That's hia job. I also find it highly Irregular that 
three FBI Unit Chiefs and several other FBI agents would be sent 
to the White House to investigate a matter involving $18,000 in 
unaccounted-for petty cash vouchers. Tet, when my staff requests 
a meeting to clarify some ongoing correspondence between myself 
and the FBI Director, we are told it's a "one-shot deal" and that 
no further help will be forthcoming. 

I would appreciate being informed if Mr. Graupensperger was 
acting on behalf of someone else in the Justice Department. I 
would also appreciate know..ng if Mr. Graupensperger was acting 
pursuant to either a formal or informal Justice Department 
policy. 

Attorney General Reno, thank you for your prompt 
consideration of this request. I look forward to hearing from 
you soon . 


Sincerely, 


V 

BOB DOLE 


BD/ds 
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had the pa$s and office right* of a top 
Clinton “adviser." 

A July 2 White Houae probe of the 
"Tr« viij *te" scandal reported that 
Mr Thomason sought to alter White 
Houae travel office buameac to a 
company in which he ic pan owner 
— Thomaaon. Richland li Manana, a 
small aviation firm 

“You can make a strong caae that 
he was a apecial employee . . . who 
took actions that would benefit him,” 
laid a congressional Republican 
leadership aide. 

“He seemed to be a de facto em- 
ployee amce he had a pass. He had a 
qua* i -official status,” said Rep. Wli- 
Itim CUnger Jr. of Pennsylvania, the 
top Republican on the House Gov- 
ernment Operations Committee. 

White House spokesman Arthur 
Jones said yesterday that Mr. 
Thomason nc«*r held any official 
status at the White House. “He's not 
a federal employee. . . . He's just a 
friend," ha laid 

But the Whne House trawl office 
report written by Chief of Staff 
Thomas F “Mack” McLirty said Mr. 
Thomason had a "special assign- 
ment " m the White House during the 
first weeks of the administration. 

Mr Clmger rejected Mr. Jones' 
characterisation, charging that the 
White House was twisting federal 
rules to give Mr. Thomason an es- 
cape from federal confUct-of- 
interest laws, such as Sacuon 30* of 
the Federal Code 
"It suggests a very cavalier atti- 
tude toward governance and sug- 
gests that the White House approach 
is since we are in command, we can 
do anything we want regard] ess of 
the rules and regulations.' " Mr. 
CUnger said. 

COP leaders, including Housa Mi- 


nority Leader Robert H. Michel and 
Senate Minority Leader Bob Dote, 
are considering asking Attorney 
General Janet Reno to appoint a spe- 
cial prosecutor to investigate the af- 
fair, which led to the reprimand of 
four White Houae officiate. 

Short of that, the Republicans will 
seek a General A cc ou n ting Office 
investigation or sat up their own in- 
dependent Inquiry; Mr CUnger said. 

J ed B o bbin , a federal legal expert 
and former Pentagon counsel, said 
Mr Thomason* title or role is not 
ctei •• But he added, “If he is an offi- 
cer of the executive branch, then It 
appears be would have vioieied Sec- 
tion 208 by trying to steer a contract 
for White House bu stn e s s to a com- 
pany he has an interest in." 

Either way "somebody ought to 
look into this,” Mr Bobbin said. 

Officials said the congressional 
Republican probe also is expected to 
examine other relationships and 
questions raised in the White House 
investigation of the travel office 

scandal. Among them: 

• Why was first lady Hillary Rod- 
ham Clinton involved in an attempt 
to oust longtime tram) office em- 
ployees and replace them with the 
president's cousin Catherine Cor- 
nelius and others? 

The White House report said Mrs. 
Clinton inquired about problems she 
had heard existed in the travel office 
but didn't provide further details. 

• Was David Watkins, assistant to 
the president lor management and 
administration, Involved In efforts 
by Miss Cornelius to seise control of 
the travel off let and oust seven long- 
time travel office workers? 

hasn't the Whim House 
fired or demoted the four senior of- 
ficials singled out for reprimand in 
the travel office report? 

The four were Mias Cornelius. Mr. 
Watkins. Deputy ComrounlcetXxis 
Director Jeff Eller and Watkins aide 


Clarissa Cerda. Mr. Jones said yes 
terday that none of the aidei have 
bean fired or demoted, adding that 
Mr. Eller has been given the promi- 
nent role of directing the sdmtms 
(ration's promoting of it* health cart 
plan. 

The Whitt House s report on the 
travel office, unusual in its frank 
neat, found a handful of manage- 
ment problems with the White 
House travel office, but no criminal 
charges have been filed 

The report also found that many 
White House officials acted improp- 
erly in firing the travel office work- 
ers before lodging any formal 
charges. TWo of the workers have 
since retired, and the remaining five 

are to be reassigned 

Mr. Thomason, who has essen- 
tially been bannad from the Whne 
House due to administration con- 
cerns about reports about the presi- 
dent being mo close to Hollywood, 
was a central figure in the travel 
office scandal, according to the re- 
port. 

During the presidential cam- 
paign. Mr. Thomason's firm did bill- 
ing and consulting work for the Clin- 
ton campaigns air charier broker. 
Rebuffed by the travel office. Mr. 
Thomason told Mr. Clinton he 
thought the travel office was en- 
gaged in wrongdoing. 

"Thomason should have avoided 
continued involvement in e matter in 
which his business partner and his 
f Hands in tha charter business stood 
to benefit and in which there was an 
appearance of financial conflict of 
interest." said the report. 

"There should be better manage- 
ment control with respect to the mis- 
sion that any non-White House staff 
person Is brought in to carry out. 
Permitting Thomaaon — or any non- 
staff person who comes in on special- 
assignments — • to work on problems 
outside the scope of his or her as- 
signment is not a good practice.” 


Friday, july im gfte iPngftinflton BTuneg 
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! Foes of policy change set to pounce 


by Ro^an Scamorougn 


of • Joint Chief 1 of Suit «ou on ■ 
compromise policy regarding ho me- 
sexuals in the military. said yester- 
day that any proposal can mg lex* 
ihaa-unuunuos support from the 
military leaders will have little 
chance of withstanding congres- 
■u*mI cfailkotc. 

Key staffers made that assess- 
ment after The Wuhtagmo Times 
reported yesterday that all six chiefs 
hate endorsed one of three proposed 
policies and are evenly split over the 
other opt wot; AJ1 are venations of a 
policy dubbed "don't ask. don’t tell." 

White House officials traveling 
mth the president in lbfcyo would 
not immediately respond to Ques- 
tions about the report. "I don't dunk 
we're going to have anything on 
that,” said Deputy Press Secretary 
Lorraine Wes. 

Defense Secretary Lea Asptn and 
the White Hoosa may engineer a pol- 
icy announcement to occur at ihe 
Pentagon next week before Presi- 


dent Clinton returns Wednesday to 
Washington from ■ Hawaiian vaca- 
tion after his.Tbkyo summit. Penta 
gon officials said yesterday. 

“They want to put some distance 
betvvcn the president and the pol- 
icy." a military officer said 
The president and Mr. Asptn 
could reach a final agreement on the 
policy this week In South Korea, 
wture the two will visit US. forces 
and confer with Korean officials. 

Me Obuon is expected to choose 
from one of three versions of “don’t 
ask. don't tell" — either the most re- 
strictive one. endorsed unanimously 
by the Chiefs lest week, or one of two 
more liberal options 
Those two have the backing of 

three members — Gen Colin Powell, 

Joint Chiefs chairman: Adm David 
Jeremiah, the vice chairman, and 
Gen. Mtmll McPeak. Air Force 
chief of staff. 

Cape Michael Doublcday. • Penta- 
gon spokesman, told reporters yes- 
terday that Mr. Aspui will leave to- 
day lor Seoul from his home state of 

see BAN. page All 
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Wisconsin, where he has bees vaca- 
tioning. The spokesman said Mr. As- 
pm may net settle on his final recom- 
mendation until ba returns to 
Washington. 

"There area range of options sim- 
ply because there are a rang* of pos- 
sibilities." the spokesman said. "And 
tne secretary is interested in prw 
senong those to Ihe president, akmg 
with a recommendation on which 
course of action he recommends In 
this case " 

Asked if the Joint Chiefs have ap- 
proved an option, the spokesman 
said- "I don't want to characterise 
what tne Joint Chiefs have done at 
Uui point . What I'd like to do is to put 
leave it at the fact that there have 

been co n sults pens with the Joint 

Chiefs, but those consultations . . . 
remain private " 

Pentagon sources said Gen. Gor- 
don Sullivan. Army chief of staff; 
Gen Carl Mundy. Marine Corps 
commandant, and Adm. Frank 
Kelso, chief of naval opera Dons, fa- 
vor the most restrictive of the op- 
tions 

The proposal states that homosex- 
ualiry is incompatible with military 
service and defines homosexuality 


as "conduct only." not as slants. It 
also retains the current Pentagon 
grounds for discharging homo- 
sexuals — homosexual conduct, at- 
tempting » marry or marrying s 
men her of the same sex. or declar- 
ing one's homosexuality. 

The other options vary in their 
statements an the tncotnparibttity of 
hom os exu ality and military service. 

A White House official said Mr. 
Cl i n to n still expects to get the final 
department recommendation] by 
July li "Ha wants to see whs I the 
options are and what their recom- 
mendations are. and then hell go 
from there." said the official, who 
asked not to be named. 

Senate sources said that If Mr 
Clinton chooses a policy that only 
three service chiefs endorse. It will 
Uavu the policy vulnerable to leg is 
laova changes by congressional sup- 
porters of retaining s ban on homo- 
sexuals. 


"We would certainly observe that 
the chiefs are split, and we would 
then have the latitude to go further" 
said a senior Republican Senate aide 
involved in the drive to keep the ban 


Other aides said it would be dif- 
ficult fer Congress to make more re- 
unci l v« a policy carrying the 
unanimous support of the nation's 
highc i -ranking military officers. 
That Message was passed from Con- 


gress to some of the chiefs during 
their deliberations Ihe past few 
weeks with Me Asplfi. the aides said. 

Any split among Ute Joint Chiefs 
likely would bo exposed during hear- 
ing* the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and its chairman. Sen 
Sam Nunn, plan to hold once the pol- 
icy U announced. 

Mr. Nunn strongly favors an out- 
right ban but has stated he Is willing 
id support some (ora of ‘don't uk. 
don't tell,' under which troops would 
face discharge If they declared their 
homosexuality but recruitj would 
not beaaked if they are homosexual. 

Mr. Nunn and other senators can 
be expected to question the generals 
and admirals on their exact inter- 
pretation of each policy clause and 
the grounds for discharging homo- 
sexuals. 

"Nunn u very, very methodical," 
said a Republican operative working 
to retain the ban. "We're talking • 
dramaac change in the nature of the 
military. This is a traumatic cross- 
roads we're crossing, and Nunn Is 
not going to steer the military on e 
course that is wrong." 

Mr. Clin ton privately told homo- 
sexual activists si a Democratic 
Party fund-raiser last month that if 
Congress codifies a homosexual 
ban. he will not veto the legislation. 

• Frank J. Murray in 7bJcyo con mo- 
wed to this report. 


Friday, wu 9, 1993 Stye gagfrinnton STuneg 
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White House May Clamp Down on Passes 


whether my criminal statutes may have been 


A ‘couple handfuls" of Clinton pals arc the 
proud possessors of one of the ultimate 
power symbols in Washington: a permanent 
White House pass that allows free access to much 
of the compound without having an ap. ointment or 
requiring clearance at guard stations. 

But that perk may (all victim to the 
administration's heightened attention to ethics 
problems following the mess over the Bring of the 
travel office staff. 

White House Chief of Staff Thomas F. "Mack" 
McLarty said last week that an internal review of 
the fiasco convinced him that too many people had 
been granted too much access and a new policy 
would lighten things up. 

Aides say the new policy could go into effect by 
the end of the month, putting the Clinton White 
House on track with previous administrations that 
also wrestled with the issue and ultimately 
determined that such passes be granted in only the 
rarest of circumstances. 

White House officials aren't saying who has 
passes now. but the most well-known is Barry 
Thomason, the television producer and Friend of 
Bill (FOB), whose efforts to oust the White House 
travel office staff were well-documented in the 
imemal review. 

Thomason ‘should have avoided continued 
involvement in ■ matter in which his business 
partner and his friends stood to benefit and in 
which was an appearance of conflict of interest.’ 
the report said. 

It suggests Thomason had a “special assignment’ 
to advise the White House on the staging of 
presidential events but wandered beyond that when 
his attention turned to the travel office. 

The problem with such no-lunits access is that 
the pass-holders are not vetted for conflicts of 
interest in any way. 

Pass-holder or not, some legal analysts 
Thomason and other FOBs who hold passes, get 
White House office space, have — and act 
on— specific assignment* are legally Special 
Government Employees (SGE). a designation that 
subjects them to ethics regulations and laws. These 
individuals don't have to be paid or even have a 
specific job but only be ‘designated* to perform 
‘some duties* regularly or intermittently, in order 
to fall under coafUcl-of-interest provisions. 

An FOTC (that's Friend of This Column) writes 
that Thomason is an SGE and. as such, violated 
federal conflict-of-interest laws by working the 
White House on a matter in which he had a 
stake. 

Asked if the White House examined this issue, a 
senior official there said the lawyer in charge of 
ethics. Beth Noise, looked into it and ^nr hidt d 
Thomason was not covered by the law. 

But the official said that the ‘manager.ient 
review* had been forwarded to the Justice 
Department, which could determine on its own 


Wantod: Somoons to Catch NAFTA Arrows 

■ With hundreds of government jobs still open, the 
Clinton team is looking to fill a -new one: point man 
for NAFTA. 

This individual would bead the effort to get the 
North American Free Trade Agreement through 
Congress — side agreements, environmental tangles 
and all 

The theory is that NAFTA, facing heavy 
opposition from Democrats and strong criticism 
front Bom Perot, needs special help. 

Sources said the first choice for the task was 
former Oklahoma representative Jim Jooea. who 
has already been upped to be ambassador to 
Mexico. Jones said no thanks to the additional 
NAFTA duties. 

A lot of names— Democatic and Republican— have 
since been injected into the debate, with Democratic 
strategist John Basso a leading contender. He may 
face co m p e ti t ion from former Arkansas 
representative Beryl F. Aathoey Jr. 

On the Republican side, a few business and 
industry and trade names are being bandied about, 
including Jamm Robtoaoe. former head of 
American Express, and Wayae Berman, a 
Washington co nsu l t a n t and investment banker who 
was the top aide to Commerce Secretary Robert A. 
Mosbacher in the Bush administration. 

U (t Club Membership or Partisanship? 

■ Odd how the Senate Judiciary Committee 
Republicans, led by Sen. Larry Pmaler (R-SD.). 
have been outraged over the membership in an 
all-whiie country chib of Eleanor D. Acbcton. 
nominee for assistant attorney general for policy 
development 

Others who have been members of the same club 
have had little trouble getting confirmed. Take 
Robert & Muller UJ. former assistant attorney 
general in charge of the criminal division in the 
Bush administration. 

Nary a peep was beard during his September 
1990 hearing from the now-indignant committee 
Republicans over Mueller's membership in the 
Br o okli ne, Mass., country club. 

Mueller, on his committee questionnaire, 
acknowledged his membership, dating to 1982, 
saying that “until 1989 (when Acbeson and others 
‘integrated* the club) the Country Chib restricted 
full membership privileges to males. It no longer 
has such a restriction,’ he wrote the committee, 
citing new admission rules against bias. 

However, the dub membership is still all white. 
Foley Aide Pules A m ba ss adorship Report 

■ Rumors have r es urfac e d that Bouse Speaker 
Thomas & Foley (D-Wssh.) is on the 
administntioa's list to be the next ambassador to 
Britain. A top Foley aide says, “It’s not true* and 
*ifs ridiculous.* A senior Stale Department official 
also denied the reports. 
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Summitry 
Sets Aid 


For Russia 

S3 Billion Package 
Falls Short of Target 
Sought by Clinton 


By Dual Willim ud fnl BkMda 

•■MWllMhiwM 

TOKYO. July * (Friday)— Under 
interne U-S. pressure, the world's 
seven richest nauoas c obbl ed to- 
gether a S3 billion package of aid 
Thursday to develop private indus- 
try in Russia. The package is leu 
generous than President Chsitoo 
had wanted and con tains a higher 
loarv-to- grant ratio than he bad pro- 

The allies together pro du ced only 
5500 million m grants and the total 
package (ell SI bdho n below a S4 
billion target set by C 
spring. This, despite i 
ing.’ m the words of Tn 
retary Lloyd Bentaen. that is 
telephone calls iron (That" to re- 
luctant leaders of the Group of Sev- 
en mdustnahxed natioov 

The leaden gathered here far 
their annual summit also issued so 
economic dedaraoon today that 
repeats many of the sons of exhor- 
utwns issued at previo u s m ee t a n gs 
for i 

global growth. 

Japan, for ei 
been under lire from its Group of 
Seven partners far ds huge trade 
surplus and failure to itmw fa te tts 
economy out of re cess ion, pledged 
to 'implement fiscal and mon etar y 
measures u necessary* with an eye 
toward achieving ‘strong do mes tic 
demand* and ‘signifiottly reducing 
external i m ba l a n c e s* But the lan- 
guage included an escape cha s e of 
sons lor Japan's cons er v a tiv e Fi- 
nance Ministry, sunn* that Tokyo 
will be *keepmg in mad the need 
for kmg-tenn fiscal prudenc e .* 

As in the case of the R ue* in n aid 
package, the e c ono m i c declaration 
reflected (he Clinton admnuaira- 
lion'a inability to fane its wifl on 
the other industrial powers. The 
U.S. Treasury had pressed the 
Group of Seven to set targets for 
growth and reducing Japan's Bade 
surplus but the other par* 

Dopants rejected the idea. 

Japan was also at the center of 
one the few summit surprises when 
it declined to commit used pubbdy 
today to an indefinite extension at 
the Nodear Nonprohferatioa Trea- 
ty. Japanese officials said they have 
no intention to acquire nuclear 
weapons but did not have time to 
prepare a position or have —* ""g* 
debate at b 

about the prospect of ( 


gfltMtT fan *» 

North Korea acquiring nuclear 
weapons. [Story. Page A17.| 

With P—*'*" President Boris 
Ydurn aJTTvmg m Tokyo at the m- 
vnatioe of the group. U.S. o ffici al s 

«» y wwmir rules in m a kin g the aid 
aoMwaccmeat in order to amt cm- 
bamaskig questions about the 
m getting do n a tmns . Nor- 
mally, such announcements of joint 
action are .aide m concert with all 
the other summit participants— 
Britain. Canada. France. Germany. 
Italy and Japan. 

*We have commitments.’ Bent- 
sen said. *Let me put it another way 
so 1 can stay within the rules. I'm 
/yWrMtk- that we're going to have 
that S3 bfima.* 

Cfirtsa bed the creation of the 
fand to his favorite summit topic- 
jobs far Americans. It's also very 
good far Americans. I mean, there's 
a lot of business to be done in Ros- 
sis by Americans.’ he told report- 
era, ad£ng that it would 'create 

He was speaking after a court 
doner Thursday at Japan's imperial 
palace, where leaders of the other 
six states — Britain. Canada, 
Franc*. Germany. Italy and the 
United States dined with the em- 
peror and Crown Pnace Nanduto 
and Princess Massko. 

Despite a crowded schedule ben. 
Orton sms mindful of Ida home au- 
dience and * miding any hint that a 
fore ig n foray signified lack of inter- 
est m domestic events— a percep- 
tion that hurt his prede ces so r . In a 
radio broadcast to the United 
States. Cfcmoo commiserated with 
flood victims and told them he was 
•keeping m touch’ through offi ci a ls 
in Washington. 

Ycham took the o p po rt u n i ty of 
hia afternoon arrival in Tokyo to try 
to ease aosiaed relations with Ja- 
pan. He read a stat emen t express- 
ing his "regret* for having canceled 
a trip to Japan fast September. 

Japanese Foreign Ministry offi- 
cials had hoped Yeltsin would say 
sometfamg of that nature, b ec a use 
his abrupt derision to ecrap both 
the September visit and a less-finn- 
br a ch ed nfad vtsu in May caused 
comudexahle 01 will here. 

Ties b et we en the two nations 
have remained chilly for most of the 
past five decades because of a dis- 
pute over the Kurils, a group of is- 
lands seized by Soviet troops at the 
end of Work 1 War U. Tokyo has 

htv reluctant to 

aid to Moscow until the it lands are 
returned, ad Ydum'i derision to 
abort his trips has put Japanese of- 
ficial* in an even grater bind, be- 
cause public anufoowm toward the 
Russian president makes it difficult 
to comply with U.S. requests for as- 
hlS [w v n iiiiwil 

Accordingly, Yeltsin's roociba- 
ucy words seemed likely to ease 
t en sio of somewhat, and he further 
pleased his hosts by expressing his 
willffigDesi to H«fim -ju issues." 
tndudmg islands. 


At a meeting Tnurscay. Japan®** - 
Prune Minister Kuchi Miyamwa in- 
dicated his appreciation for tell- 
tin’s words by saying he had read 
the arrival statement and regaraec 
it as addressed to the Japanese p-> . 
lie. He also told Yeltsin that a so- 
lution to the islands dispute need 
not be discussed during this trip. ' 
but that “is it important to move m 
that direction.' according to a For- | 
oga Ministry official. 1 

Yeltsin replied that he expected ; 
to discuss the island issue during a j 
tnp here that has been tentatively < 
scheduled for September or Octo- 
ber. the official said. 

Russia is pressing for member- 
ship in the Group of Seven, but j 
there is no likelihood of that in the : 
near future. U.S. and European of- ; 
ficiifa (aid. 

The economic statement issued i 
by the Group of Seven today wii! ' 
put indirect pressure on Japan to 
cut its 5130 billion world trade sur- 
plus— $S0 billion of it with the 
United States— and help boost | 
world economic growth. 

Group of Seven representatives , 
have been touting an agreement to 
cut tariffs as the biggest achieve- 
ment of the summit. The accord 
was meant to pimp- sun stalled 
trade talks. Participants in the ulks 
have act a Dec 15 deadline lor 
n^pixin; the negotiations, which 
i nftmtv knotty problems of trade in 
agricultural goods. "We've done a 
hop and a skip.* Canada's trade min- 
ister. Thomas Hoc kin. said, “so we 
can do the jump on Dec. 15.* 
fa a reminder (hat the agreement 
reached Wednesday was not suffi- 
cient to ensure a completion of a 
global trade accord. French Foreign 
Alain Juppe renewed his 
country's opposition to previously 
agreed restrictions on farm export i 
There is no agreement 
on agricultural market access.* he 
told a news conference. 

France was the only country ex- 
pressing reservations, as it has on 
many aspects of Ulks on global Iree 
trade that have dragged on for seven 
years. It appears that the draft 
agreement is very much in line with 
what France has wanted and we can 
cautiously characterize it as being 
positive* said Jean MusiteUi. the 
« ppke«mxn for President Francois 
Mitterrand. 

In preparation for the official an- 
nouncmcnt of aid to Russia. U.S. of- 
ficials took pains to opress confi- 
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Clinton Plans 
Summit in Fall 
On Joblessness 

I 

President Flies to Tokyo 

For G-7 Trade Parley; 

Jobs Creation Is Aim 



By Jt/nuY H- Bddoaum 
Si*!! antra/ The WAUtnxnJMiMaL 

SAN FRANCISCO - Ciflbg chronic un- 
employment one of the mod vexing prob- 
lems in the Indus trill lied worid. President 
Clinton stld he will conveae an Interna- 
tional Jobs summit this laH. 

Before flying to Tokyo ior his first 
meeting with the leaders of the Group of 


Array of Announcements 

Tbt proidtet rtluMf u array of coo- 
Vrovcnial drcuuuu ovar the ntlitsf, 
from cz Leading for It aoath« lha U.S- 
bu on nuclear irrUDg to Tva*ing ob- 
lUclta to InurnatiooaJ lca&| to Vi»i- 
mo. Article oo page Alt. 

Seven industrialized democracies. Mr. 
Clinton said that his purpose at this week's 
G-7 summit was to create more jobs at 
home through expanded trade aad Interna- 
tional cooperation. As a step award those 
Coals, the president said in a speech here 
that he had asked his top economic and 
labor advisers to Invite Uielr G-7 counter- 
parts to a conference In the 0.5. to con- 
sider "the causes and . . . answers for this 
stubbornly hif h unemployment." which he 
called a "global crisis.” Beside the U.S.. 
the G-7 croup of nations Includes Britain. 
Canada, Prance. Italy. Germany and Ja- 
pan 

(On the trade front. Japan has revived 
the taiiennc talks with the U.S. to create a 
new "framework" for bilateral trade. But 
hopes of securing meaningful Japanese 
cooperation on the trade probkm have 
seemed to fade. See article an pace 
A8.) 

in the days leading up (o this week's 
summit, the president has reiterated his 
commitment to reducing International 
trade barriers and coordinating economic 
growth stmegies-the two iraditfawal sub- 
jects for an economic summit. But In 
conversations with other beads of slate, 
including German Chancellor Helmut Kohl 
and British Prime Minister John Major, 
Mr. Clinton added a third Issae to be 
discussed this week: Job growth. The presi- 
dent told the other leaders that he was 
determined to find ways to translate global 
economic growth Into more jobs at home 
and abroad, a concern that Is the genesis 
for Uw tohs summit. 

C administration officials said 

the ;ot* summit, which may be held at 
Camp David outside of Washington, Is 
meant to discuss the many microeconomic 
policy changes that could help Job creation 
keep pace with economic growth. 

The U.S. is the only one of the G-7 
countries where employment condMom 
have improved during the past year. Ja- 
pan's unemployment rale remains just 
over 2V but the jobless rate in Europe Is 
over 10% and rising. 
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The sentiment In Mr. Clinton's speech I 
yesterday was In keeping with the main 
theme -and constant paradox- as he em- ' 
barks on a trip to Asia: Even though he is 
[raveling abroad, he wants to relate almost 
everything be does to helping U.S. workers 
and the sluggish economy. 

In his speech to the National Education 
Association, for example, he connected his 
effort* overseas to Improving the jot of U.S. 
student}. "A. foreign summit with all Us 
protocol and Interpreters and communi- 
ques may seem awfully remote from the 
work you do to our schools,” he said. “But. 
to fact, the two ... are closely related." 

He explained: “The line between our 
domestic and foreign policy has completely 
evaporated.. . . Everybody's Job. either di- 
rectly or Indirectly. Is affected by global 
com petition.” 

Mr. CUnton even tried to highlight 
this connection when he toured flood-rav- 
aged Eldridge. Iowa, near the banks of the 
swollen Mississippi River last night. Sit- 
ting on bales of hay. he told local farmers 
that his efforts to expand U.S. agricultural 
exports to Japan and elsewhere was meant 
to Improve their difficult lot. 

He added that he Intended to release 
hundreds of millions of dollars In emer- 
gency assistance .to the Hood-affected 
areas. "We are trying up there to be 
responsive, to be helpful." he said. "I'm 
sorry about all the water." 

Here in San Francisco, Mr. Clinton 
played down expectations (or major break- 
throughs In Tokyo. But he and his aides 
still hope that trade negotiators will make 
substantial progress In talks aimed at 


lowering tariffs on Industrial products so 
that the heads of slate will have something 
to crow about later this week. 

U.S. Trade Representative Mickey 
Kantor and his counterparts from Canada . 
Japan and the European Community are to 
bold what could prove to be a pivotal 
negotiating session today In Tokyo, if the 
G-7 nations can teach a compromise 
on the thorny market-access Issues, they 
will substantially improve the chances of 
completing the long-stalled Uruguay 
Round of trade talks by year's end. 

Mr. Clinton noted that this week's 
trip Is not only his first G-7 summit, but 
also his first visit to Asia as president. In a 
speech scheduled at a Japanese university 
Wednesday. Mr. CUnton will discuss the 
U.S. view toward Asia, where there are 
doubts both about U.S. trade policies 
and the U.S. military commitment to 
the region. 
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Clinton Announces Several Decisions, 
Including Extending Nuclear Test Ban 


and aide Catherine Cornelius 

The travel office maws arrangements 
lor ihe media traveling with President 


By Michau K. Ftaiv 

lM// Akk Sneer JnuUKAi. 

WASHINGTON - President Qimon re- 
leased an array of decisions over me 
Fourth ol July weekend, including mend- 
ing lor is months the U.S. ban on nuclear 
testing and removing obstacle* to interna- 
tional lending to Vietnam. 

By tuning the announcement* over a 
holiday weekend, the administration 
hoped 10 draw attention away iron the 
policy stands, which included accepting a 
recommendation to close 130 military 
hues and reduce operations at is more. 
The Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission hu estimated J2J billion In an- 
nual savings from the plan. Independent of 
the commission's recommendations, the 
president said he would close 90 bases 
overseas. 

Mr. Clinton iroposed spending SS bil- 
lion in an cllort to blunt the blow to the 
communities that would be hit the hardest 
by the closings. 

Domesdc Focus Sought 

Mr. Clinton's aides sought to resolve 
these issues before tomorrow's start of the 
economic summit in Tokyo of the leaders of 
the Group of Seven industrial muons. And 
following me international summit, aides 
wanted Mr. Clinton to be free to focus 
on me domestic budget bill, which laces 
an uncertain future on Capitol Hill. 

All disputes weren't resolved, however. 
Mr. Clinton must still forge a compromise 
that would allow homosexuals In the mili- 
tary. an explosive Issue that be thinks 
has hurt him in opinion polls. 

He must also ease the friction with 
many Afncan-Amenean leaders, a key 
pan of his political base, who feel stung by 
nis failure to stand by his nomination of 
Um Gumier to head the Justice Depart- 
ment's civil -rights division. Some blacks 
are upset Uuu despite uietr strong urging, 
me president hasn't appointed Mary 
Berry, a popular member ol the U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, as commis- 
sion chairman. They threaten to continue 
causing political roubles and art demand- 
ing that a black >oin me president's 
inner circle. 

Many blacks arc also angered by Mr. 
Clinton s endorsement of Virginia Sen. 
Charles Robb, an embattled Democrat wno 
is up for re-elecuon next year. Sen. Robb is 
being challenged by Douglas Wilder, the 
nation's first black governor. Political ex- 
perts were shocked by what Uvey consid- 
ered an unwise decision to dive into me 
mtra-party contest. 

The release ol an internal review ol me 
firing of White House travel office workers 
snowed a disorganized staff whose actions 
nave contributed to the problems of Mr. 
Clinton's first five months in office. Four 
staff members were reprimanded: Jeff 
Ellers, a communications aide: David Wat- 
Kins. head ol White House administration: 
wunam Kennedy, an associate counsel: 


Clinton as well as lor White House suit 
members wno arc on business. The reports 
show that Ms. Cornelius, who helped ar 
range press travel during the presidential 
cam palm, was told by Mr. Watkins to 
gather Information on the office, which has 
been accused of keeping poor financial 

Chief Of SU/f Thomas "Mack'' McUrty 
apologized to the seven fired workers for 
the Insensitivity showed by the White 
House, such as Unking their dismissal to 
a Federal Bureau of Investigation probe 
of the travel office. Mr. McLany said that 
five of the seven fired workers who had no 
management roles will be reinstated to 
government Jobs. 

Potential Embarrassments 

Among the findings that may embar- 
rass the president arc the disclosure that 
his pal TV producer Harry Thomason had 
pressed the case that the travel office be 
titered: end Hillary Rodham Clinton was 
monitoring activities In the office and was 
told beforehand that the workers were to 
be fired. The report bolsters the per 
eepuon that Mr. Thomason and others 
were trying to help friends do business 
with the White House and that Ms. Corne- 
lius. a distant cousin of Use president s, 
wu seeking to remove the travel office 
employees so she could run the office. 

The report concludes that U "Is not a 
good practice' 1 to allow non-stall members 
working on special assignment* to become 
involved In other business. Mr. McLarty 
said a review is under way lo determine if 
some outsiders’ White House passes 
should be revoked. 

The president also probably will be 
criticized for opening the door for the 
international Monetary Fluid to adopt a 
plan supported by France and Japan to 
allow Vietnam to refinance JHO million 
of debt to the IMF. Some veterans groups 
and families ol Americans missing in 
action attacked the president's decision 
But the U.S. was increasingly isolated 
from the rest of the world in its policy 
toward Vietnam, and other veterans 
groups and Republican and Democratic 
politicians, who were decorated Vietnam 
War veterans, support m« decision 

Ruble Is Expected to Be Steady 

MOSCOW - The government expects 
the ruble to remain within a SK» range of 
1.000 rubles lor the near term. 

The Russian currency remained steady 
agamsi the U.S. dollar in trading last 
Friday, closing at 1.059 on the Moscow 
Interbank Currency Exchange. 

Russia's Finance Minister Boris Fyo 
dorov said the ruble's recent stabilization 
is a result of stnci monetary measures 
instituted by the government and central 
bank over the last two months. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release " "" * ” July” 2 , 199 3 


PRESS BRIEFING 
BY 

CHIEF OF STAFF HACK MCI »®' rv 


12:45 P.M. EOT 


The Briaf ing Room Bernard Nussbaum 

Counael to the President 
2nd Floor West Wing 


MR. GEARAN: Good afternoon, and welcome. (Laughter. 

Thank you for having us here. 

On May 25th, the White House announced that the Chief c: 
Staff Mack McLarty would be conducting a review. It's an interna. 
management review of the white House Travel Office and the decisions 
that were accompanying and the events around the dismissal of the 
seven White House Travel employees. He would be assisted in that 
project with the Director of the Office of Management and Budget Leon 
Panetta. 


The report that you were provided today is the result cf 
that internal management review. It is based on the interviews that 
were conducted with more than 40 persons inside and outside the white 
House, as well as a review of all of the relevant documents produced 
by those persons. I think you will find the report that's given to 
you is both thorough and complete. And the Chief of Staff is here, 
as well as the Director of the Office of Management and Budget, to 
give you their statements and to answer your questions. We also have 
John Podesta, the Staff Secretary, who was assisted by his deputy, 
Todd Stern, in the preparation of this report. 

Mr. McLarty. 

MR. MCLARTY: As Mark noted, today Director Panetta anc 

I are releasing a management review of the actions by the White House 
staff regarding the White House Travel Office. The review 
ascertained what happened in the Travel Office matter, and as a 
result, we are implementing improvements in procedures. 

The management review, as Mark also noted, was prepared 
and submitted to us by John Podesta and Todd Stern. Mr. Podesta, as 
many of you know, is the White House Staff Secretary, and Mr. Stern, 
as Mark said, is his deputy. 

Neither of these lawyers had any direct involvement with 
the White House Travel Office prior to this report. The report, as 
Mark suggested, is thorough and, we believe, candid. And I certainly 
personally appreciate John and Todd's work, as does Leon. 

The report details that mistakes were made and 
identifies some ill-advised actions. It does point out that the 
Travel Office had significant management problems and those are 
detailed in the Peat Marwick review, which has previously been 
released and which is included in your packet of materials. 

The key findings about the Travel Office from the Peat 
Marwick report include uni ccounted-for funds, a lack of financial 
accountability, billings by estimate, a poor cash management system, 
and a clear lack of documentation. This is established not only by 
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this review, but is also confirmed with the savings we have already 
achieved from different management practices and competitive bidder.;. 

Zt is also important, I thinjc, to remember that the 
Travel office, like all other White Bouse staff, serves at the 
pleasure of the President. There was good business and good 
government justification to implement some prompt changes in the 
Travel Office. 

But to our regret, we erred in implementing these needed 
changes. From a management standpoint, in other words, we did the 
right thing but we clearly did it in the wrong way. The management 
review report describes and acknowladgas mistakes and sets forth, as 
I noted earlier, the actions ye have taken and are taking to correct 
them . 

I would like to specifically address some of these 
issues. The report notes that there had baan rumors of problems in 
the Travel Office circulating for soma tima. At the White House 
correspondents Dinner a couple of months ago it was notad that the 
cost of press travel was becoming increasingly expensive. 

The report tddresses Barry Thomason's involvement in 
this matter also. Though it may have been appropriate for Hr. 
Thomason to suggast potential areas for improvement and savings, his 
persistence led to the perception that he was intervening. The White 
House Office of Management and Administration and the Chief of 
Staff's Office should have thanked Mr. Thomason for his information, 
looked into the matter seriously, but certainly more deliberately and 
carefully. Based on what we now know, Mr. Thomason's belief that 
savings and efficiencies could be achieved seems to have been borne 
out. But we certainly wish the implementation had been free from any 
intervention. 


The report submitted to Director Panetta and to me also 
criticises aspects of the White House dealings with the FBI. One is 
the initial involvement. Upon being advised of potential allegations 
of problems in the Travel Office, an associate White House counsel 
called the FBI to seek guidance as to how to look into an internal 
matter or internal security matter. That call did not violate any 
stated procedure or policy. However, when the FBI did not respond as 
quickly as the associate counsel had hoped, he erred in using 
language which could have been interpreted as pressing the FBI, and 
ip. mentioning the possibility of seeking guidance from other agencies 
such as the Internal Revenue Service. 

, * would note that the FBI , with the concurrence of 

Bspartn.nt official., d.t.rainsd on it. own to connence an 
investigation. Also, the Internal Revenue Service was never 
contacted. 


any ivwre, pne counsel to the President has 
• n,w policy in which tha Attornsy Canaral had eonourrad 
;° lls «9«wii»9 tha Whit. Hou*. in internal security 
natter, will b* fir*t routed through the OapartMnt of Justics. 

hv Ohi. ?• concerning th. FBI was th« disclosure 

5. th ^ Hh J t House of tha FBI investigation to tha Travel Offics. 
This absolutely should not have happanad. And why it did is 

Sy s: ss^^srSi^jrjssr 1 would b ‘ pubiiciy — 

„ . _ . On behalf of the entire White Houee staff, I personally 

and professionally apologise for the disclosure to the employees who 
were working in the Travel Office and to their families and friends . 


MORE 
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The third concern deal* with tha FBI press release ar.i- 
or press responses, and the nesting which took place at the White 
House with the FBI information official. Those attending the meetir.r 
were acting in good faith. But inviting. an FBI representative to £ 
communications meeting was insensitive to the appearance of White 
House influence. This, too, is specifically detailed in the review. 

In addition to apologizing for the disclosure of the Tzl 
investigation, I would now like to briefly address the treatment cf 
the Travel Office employees. This action clearly should have beer, 
handled in a more sensitive manner, in retrospect. At my direction, 
action was taken later to extend indefinitely the paid administrative 
leave of the five employees who had no financial authority. The five 
employees will be reassigned to comparable governmental positions, 
but no final decision on their permanent status will be made until 
the Travel Office inquiry has been completed. 

I am disappointed with some of the actions taken by 
various members of the White House staff upon whose recommendations 
and judgments I must rely. But as Chief of Staff, I accept 
responsibility for those mistakes. I am particularly and I 
personally regret that I did not review the staff recommsndation to 
me for dismissal with more caution, more thought fulnees , and more 
scrutiny. 


The mistakes cell for some corrective actions, and these 
are also outlined in the report. They include: The Counsel to the 

President has issued a revised guidance to all White Houee personnel 
clarifying that initial White House contacts concerning ongoing FBI 
investigations or criminal activity will occur only between the 
Counsel’s office and the Attorney General, Deputy Attorney General, 
or Associate Attorney General. 

Secondly, the Counsel to the President has issued a 
revised guidance to ell White House personnel clarifying that it is 
never appropriate to contact the IRS to institute an audit. 

Thirdly, the White House Press Office will not disclose 
ongoing investigations except in extraordinary circumstances and only 
with the approval of the White House Counsel and Chief of Staff or 
Deputy Chief of Staff. 

The Director of Communications has issued guidance to 
all White House Communications Department personnel which clarifies 
the procedures for contacts between the FBI Public Affairs Office and 
the White House Press Office. 

The White House has selected through competitive bid and 
experienced travel agent to manege the commercial travel, which 
already has and will result in savings to the government. The White 
House has instituted a competitive bid process to select press 
charters, which will result in savings to the traveling press corps. 

The White House Travel Office is implementing a new 
accounting system developed by the Office of Management end Budget 
and has stringent internal control procedures in place to' assure 
sound financial management. 

The White House Office of Management and Administration 
has requested GSA, in consultation with OMB 's Offics of Financial 
Management and the Whit# House Correspondents Association, to assess 
the current interim systems in place for the Travel Office and make 
appropriate recommendations for the final structure of the White 
House Travel Office during the month of August 1993. 

The Chief of Staff's Office, with the assistance of the 
Counsel's Office, will issue appropriate rules for access to the 
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Whit® House by persons who ar® not in full-tim® government positions 
and whose access is not already controlled by. other procedures. 

In addition, Leon and I have, fully reviewed the 
criticisms in the report with the staff members involved, we've hat 
some very frank and direct discussions, and I have made it clear that 
I will not tolerate any repetition of the conduct which has beer, 
criticized. I expect my instruction to be strictly obeyed, and I 
expect there will be no repetition of the conduct in the future . 

I have issued reprimands to David Watkins, William 
Kennedy, Jeff Eller and Catherine Cornelius. And Ms. Cornelius will 
be reassigned to another position which has not yet been determined. 

Finally, this management review is being referred to the 
Attorney General and the Justice Department for her full review. 

That concludes my comments. At this time, Director 
Panetta has a few comments, and then we'd be glad to take questions. 

MR. PANETTA: Mr. McLarty's statement I think represents 

a pretty complete summary of the management review report, its 
conclusions and its recommendations. And, obviously, I recommend 
that you look at the report itself because I think it is a very 
accurate and candid assessment of whet took place. 

I was asked to assist in this rsvisw because I was a 
senior White House official who was not involved with the events 
relating to the Travel Office, but because OMB does have a financial 
management section. We were responsible for looking at the 
operations of the Travel Office, but also responsible for overall 
management issues within the federal government. My role was to 
examine the work of Mr. Podesta, Mr. Stain, and to participate in key 
interviews and discussions associated with this review. 

In addition, as I mentionsd, the Office of Management 
and Budget has developed a new accounting procedure and also 
developed new financial management systems that were clearly needed 
in the Travel Office. I think it's important to point out the 
problems that were discovered at the Travel Office because the fact 
is that this was an operation that was very poorly managed. And 
however the circumstances that led us to dealing with it, I can 
assure you that what we found there was a situation that required 
urgent action. 

This was an area where they had unaccounted-for funds 
almost totally $18,000. There was no formal financial reporting 
process, no reconciliation of financial information, no documented 
system of checks and balances on transactions and accounting 
decisions within the office, no apparent oversight of financial 
activities, no general ledger or cash receipts disbursement journal, 
no aging reports, no reports of outstanding accounts receivable, no 
apparent rebilling when receivables had ramained outstanding for a 
given period of time, no segregation of authority between those who 
could sign and those who could endorse checks, very little 
documentation in terms of billing, and no written contract between 
the Travel Office and the primary domestic charter company that it 
used . 


Obviously, it was necessary that we move quickly and try 
to improve the management of that office. 

I think it's also important to point out here that this 
was an internal review, c inducted within the White House for the 
purpose of determining what exactly happened in the situation, what 
went wrong from a management point of view, and what steps are 
necessary to try to improve controls and procedures within the White 
House to ensure that nothing like this happens again. The report w# 
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are issuing -.odsv is sn sccurats, esndid r.aceounting of cha eve.-.-.- 
r.laiad to th. Traval Oifioa. It is also, I baliavs, a vary blunt 
assessment of the actions of a number of White House sta.. menbe-s. 
And I recommend that you read the report and the accompanying 


documents . 


The report clearly states that in an effort to dea- wit" 
what, as I pointed out, was a very real management problem within t.-.e 
Travel office, mistakes ware made — mistakes of judgment, mistakes 
of inexperience that includad inappropriata actions with respect tc 
the FBI, allowing the appearance that personal interest and 
favoritism could play a role in management decisions and unfair 
treatment of White House employees. 

As difficult as this review has been for the White House 
sta'f involved, as well as Mr. Podesta and Mr. Stem, Mr. McLarty a r.d 
myself, I truly believe that in the and it will help ensure that sere 
good comes from these events and that important lessons are learned, 
and that everyone here at the White House continues striving to do a 
better job for what we came here for, which is to batter serve the 
President of the United states and the American people. 

q Hr. McLarty, tha peopla that you'va identified 
misusad governmant institutions and trampled on the constitutional 
principle of presumption of innocence, thereby blackening the 
reputation* of people. The guaation is, sir, why are they still or. 
tha government payroll? 

MR. MCLARTY: Wall, I don’t think that's quite a fair 

characterization. I think the report, as you review it carefully, 
will suggest that tha initial call to tha rBI was in accordance with 
policy and was proper to ask for guidance about what to do about this 
matter. I think at that time, after several other calls to gat to 
the proper people, as I understand tha facts, tha FBI did review this 
matter — I believe they interviewed Ms. Cornelius — made an 
independent determination to go forward with a review. And I think. 
Gene, in fairness, Mr. Foster, Deputy Counsel, after this period, 
said, no, would you wait because we now have an audit by an outside 
audit firm that wa believe we should do first. 

Let me also say as background there is no internal audit 
in the white House, par se, so that was being looked into. The FBI, 
as I understand it, rather — I won't say reluctantly. I don't want 
to speak for them — but said, okay, wa will wait. But that was at 
the clear suggestion of Mr. Foster that wa alow this process down, 
which I certainly supported. 

After tha Peat Marwick audit and review, which I have 
spoken to, as has Director Panetta, tha FBI reviewed that, as I 
understand it, and determined that they should go forward with an 
investigation, again, on their own, as I noted in my comments. Where 
the mistake was made was n any way our disclosing that review from 
the White House. 


In terms of the actions taksn, this is an internal 
management review and I, frankly, relied on Mr. Panetta for his 
thoughts and counsel about what was the proper action here because I 
felt like he was one step removed from this, although it is 
ultimately my responsibility to the President in that regard. And he 
felt after our discussion I think independently — and Leon can apeak 
to that — that the actions we have taken are appropriate, under the 
circumstances, all things considered, particularly given a full 
report. 


Q with all due respect, sir, in exchanges with 
members of the press corps, there were allegations made based on 
hearsay, based on no evidence whatsoever. In addition to that, the 
FBI matter was pursued even after some of us suggested that that 
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wasn't the appropriate course because it was — your office was us:r.: 
t — loaded tern — using bunwords to impugn the integrity of pecrl-c 
who had not been proved guilty of any crime. 

HR. MCLARTY: Well, I don’t know about those specific 

conversations and discussions, but I would say that, again, the 
decision, as I understand the facts, to pursue the review was aade 
totally independently by the FBI after having been requested or 
recommended by the Counsel's Office not to proceed with that 
investigation or review until the audit had been completed.’ Now, the 
FBI could have proceeded but that was our -~ 

Q Mr. McLarty — 

MR. MCLARTY: Just let me finish, Terry, if I may. Z 

think that there had been a number of rumors, if you want to call 
them that. But I understand your point. Since I was not in on those 
discussions. Sene, I don't know bow to directly respond to that. 

Q Could you explain the practical impact of these 
reprimands that you've issued? Are they identical? Is there any 
loss of pay involved in this? Just tell us about that. 

MR. MCLARTY: No, there's no loss of pay. I think the 

practical impact — I think I'm experiencing some of it right now in 
this briefing. But, obviously, this has been a difficult period, as 
Leon just suggested. 

Q Are there letters in files, sir, or anything like 

that? 


MR. MCLARTY: Leon, do you want to address some of the 

specifics? The answer is no, Brit, there's not. But let Leon 
address some of that. 

MR. PANETTA: We've just announced reprimands for the 

people involved here. I think that's more than sufficient in terms 
of what's involved here. There was no criminal action here. There 
were no criminal violations involved here, as best as we can 
determine. These were -- 

Q what were the reprimands for? 

MR. PANETTA: Just a minute. Let me answer the 

question. These were mistakes of judgment and mistakes related to 
inexperience in many instances. And our feeling was that we needed 
to point that out. We've had a serious discussion with each of the 
people involved as to the mistakes that were made. We made very 
clear that these mistakes are not to be repeated again. We also made 
clear that we would make public the fact that these reprimands have 
been made with regards to each of these individuals. And I think, 
considering the situation, that that is sufficient in terms of 
dealing with this. 

Q Was Mr. Kennedy on the list of those reprimanded? 

MR. MCLARTY: He was. 

^ Q For wha : specific action? What was he reprimanded 


MR- MCLARTY: In terms of the judgment and decision to 

leave any appearance of pressure or whatever on the FBI for 
timeliness or a more prompt review of this matter. 


Q 


What were the reprimands for the others? 
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MR. MCLARTY: I had already acknowledged Haler. , but 

we'll get to you next. 

Q Is the President going to apologise personally t? 
the real victims of this whose names and reputations were blackened' 
Are you going to pick up their legal fees? Is the FBI investigation 
still going on? Since you addressed it, you guys addressed it — : 
know you can't talk about rBI — but are they in purgatory , or will 
they know when it's over? 

MR. MCLARTY: Well, there's been no — first, the FBI 

review is ongoing and we should not and will not cosuaent about that. 
That's number one. Number two, there's been no discussion of fees. 
That does not seem appropriate at the time. The President has beer, 
briefed on this, but not specifically in the matter that you raise i: 
terms of apology. 

Q You're taking the responsibility and the President 

is not? 


MR. MCLARTY: I've already accepted the responsibility. 

I think the President has spoken about overall responsibility, not" or 
this matter, but in general before. But certainly as Chief of Staff, 
I have responsibility. I've already spoken about staff 
responsibility. 

Q Did the President know about it while it was goinc 

on? 


MR. MCLARTY: Helen, let me say one other thing, if I 

may. I think in terms of communication with the seven people 
involved, I think, John, we have a letter or a clarification that we 
are prohibited from doing that or — 

MR. PANETTA: Yes. The Attorney General or the Justice 

Department made clear that we ought not to interview any of the 
individuals involved here as long as there is this pending 
investigation. And I think in answer to the question, really, it 
would really be inappropriate to proceed with any additional action 
involving those employees until we see what the results of that 
investigation are. 

But Y° ur investigation against them has cleared 
then basically, hasn't it? 

MR. PANETTA: Well, we have apologised for the actions 

that were taken because we do feel that they were not done with 
appropriate sensitivity or care. But we also have to be careful that 
we do have an ongoing investigation here,- and we ought to await the 
results of that before we draw any final conclusions. 

Q Sir, last week — 

t... ***' MCL^TY: I think I promised right here. And when 

I ve nodded at several of you as you've raised your hand, that's just 
acknowledging, not that you'll be next. But we'll get to — try to 
get to all of you. 


Q Can y° u explain the reason why Miss Cornelius and 
the others were reprimanded? What were the specific reasons for 
those reprimands? 


MR. MCLARTY: I don't know that there were specific 

reasons in a way that you expressed the question. I think there 
frankly needs to be some limit into discussion of personnel matters. 

I think the reprimands are very clear. And I think as you review the 

WiU b ! COM *PP«r.nt in term, of the Jlsj Saints 
or mistakes that were made. 
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Q Can you give us soma idea on Hiss cornalius, sines 

that's where much of tha intarast is? Just ganarally speaking, wry 
was she raprimandad? What mistakes did she make? 

MR. MCLARTY: I think the involvement of the Travel 

Office suggested that maybe soma judgment there was not as good as 
could have been. In hindsight, I think she was placed, frankly, ir. 
what proved to be a difficult situation. And I think, again, 
hindsight always has some wisdom. 

Q Thera are several, throughout this, certainly 
errors of judgment, as you say, and inexperience. But on page* II or. 
tha top of tha page, tha first graph refers to Watkins telling Dee 
Dee Myers that of all of this, which behind tha scenes was clearly 
stimulated by him and Cornelius and others, was personal and 
professional interests in the fata of tha Travel Office — he tele 
her to tell us that all of this was just conducted as a routine part 
of the Vice President's national performance review. Where I'm free 
in Minnesota, that's not an error of judgment. That's called lying. 

MR. MCLARTY: Tom, I think — I don't think I would 

quite characterize it that way — (laughter) — in Arkansas. 
(Laughter.) But the national — there was — as you know, the Vice 
President has the NPR review. And all of the departments in the 
White House were on that. I think the facts or the concern about the 
management practices there, which are outlined, prompted more quick 
action than otherwise would be the case. The review was done in the 
same general format as NPl. The Peat Marwick aspect was additional, 
Tom, you're correct in that. So I see your point, but I don’t agree 
with your assessment. 


Q Let me follow up on Tom's question. Dee Dee Myers 
also told us specifically that Catherine Cornelius was not put into 
the Travel Office to assess what was going on in the Travel Office or 
to spy, if you will. And yet this report in the summary indicates 
that she guite clearly was. Was she misinformed or was she — 


MR. MCLARTY: I think there was a lack of communication 
in that regard. I don't know that spying is used in this report. 1 
think that's your characterization. 

Q If you want me to go to the summary that — 


serious gap in communica 

consequences^ 

think tha-. s MCL *RTY: j y.. . 11888 

5 a correct a ^ink I've «i- 

T 888888 »««. «l«a dy acknowledged that. . 
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Q , Cftat. ’ 

the new'ero"^: w «* thie"ad£ 8 J I f“* ric «n Express „a 
contrac* ' G °ler? i nri under the -- of Wfts Awarded the 

■ * 88 *• *«t t A n n iV« 

know, MCLARTY; ts. ** «»Ployees? S 

answer- a-. 


answer «, . Pi ° y * 887 

second part u t don , t 


MORE 



641 


■IIIEBI1H1I 

CGE 001 183 


q I can find out. 

MR. MCLARTV: I think it was , a competitive bid. Jchr.. 

do you want to addraas how tha bids wara — 

MR. PODESTA: Yes. They conductad a bid. 

MR. MCLARTV: John, you'd better speak up a little bit. 

MR. PODESTA: I doubt tha talked to Mr. Oder, but IT 
not sure who at American Express they talked to, but it was — they 
assessed three vendors who could do tha business, .given the 
international aspects of it and took bids over the phone over the 
weekend and selected American Express. 

MR. MCLARTV: I think I'd already acknowledged Ann. 

We'll go to you next. 

Q Two questions, Mack. The first is,, what was the 

First Lady's role in this? I see her noted as having contacts with 
Mr. Thomason. And also — 

MR. MCLARTV: I don't believe Mr. Thomason, but go 

ahead . 

q Well, okay, sorry. What was the First Lady's role 

in this? 

MR. MCLARTV: Hillary, in a meeting with me — it was a 

stand-up meeting of about five minutes — asked about this. She was 
aware of it. I don't know whether it was from Mr. Thomason, Ann, or 
another way. That's the reason I — when you said Mr. Thomason I 
reacted as I did. And just simply suggested from what she had 
understood we could certainly improve efficiency here, it appeared tc 
be mismanagement, hed heard some of the rumors that have been alluded 
to earlier. That was about the extent of the conversation with me. 

As I recall it, we also covered a couple of other matters in that 
conversation. And I think she also asked me about it one other time 
as to the status after th* Peat Marwick review. 


Q Did she review this report and ask for changes in 
an earlier draft? 

MR. MCLARTV: No, she didn't. 

Q She had no review of this other — 

MR. MCLARTV: No, not to my knowledge. 

Q Could I follow up that? 

MR. MCLARTV: Wolf, I think you're next. I'm trying to 

be reasonably orderly here and fair. 


Q Catherine Cornelius, what will her job now be? 

MR. MCLARTY: I think, Wolf, I said that had not been 

determined in my comments. But she would be reassigned, and I don't 
think I gave quite as precise an answer as J would have liked in the 
fact — to an earlier question — that I think to the best of my 
knowledge Miss Cornelius has been very professional and capable in 
her duties. And I wanted to make that clear. 

Q What about — the five people will be reassigned to 
other government agencies, but not necessarily in the White House — 
the five who are going to be reassigned to other government agencies 
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tut no t necessarily in th« White House — do you have specific jets 
in mind for them? will you help them find jobs? 

HR. PAHZTTA: The Office of. Management and Budget is n: 

in the process of looking for those opportunities. We also, agarr. . 
before we take that action, though , want to ensure that we have a 
complete report from the Justice Department with regards to the 
issue. 


Q They complain they were never interviewed either. 

MR. PANETTA: The reason they were not interviewed is 

because we specifically, and I think it's included there, had a 
letter from the Justice Department saying that we ought not to 
interview them as long as there is this pending investigation. 

MR. MCLARTY: Ann had a follow-up which I had 

acknowledged. 


Q Your report shows a memorandum to -you dated May 
17th with copies to her, to the First Lady. 


MR. MCLARTY: 
that's right. 


That's correct. That's included in the 


Q So did she get routine updates on — 

MR. MCLARTY: Ho, she did not. I think Mr. Foster 

suggested, I believe, to Hr. Watkins since she had made an inquiry 
either of me or him that he might keep, her apprised and that's why 
she was carbon-copied on that memoranda. 

. . .. »• parenthetically say,- Mack, this 

would have been I think more productive for all of us if we 
could have seen this report before — we are now in the process of 
reading it while we ask you questions which seems — 

^ - MCLARTY: Your points well-made. It had been our 

SST.Sf 5 "uld give ie to you If* a thorough raport 

and Todd ?* v * *P* nt • 1«>« of hours on it and v* wish we 
2. 9 it *° yo° o«lior. That waa our original intent. 

Your point's well-made. 

•bou- .m... 2 Thomason's pass baan pulled? Vou talk 

aooUw access to the White House — 

. KR 1 MCLARTY: John, we have talked about passes and so 

wherh.2 n^?*?. 9 "• v * to 1 * 1 * 4 oOout it, John, I don't know 

not just Mr. Thomason's, but others. I'm not surs of the 
P rec - S ® status, that's the reason I — - 

he e-i” h.w. Q . I I" tp ; c i£ ic “il y Interested in Mr. Thomeeon — does 

ne Swill have free run of the White Mouse? 

MR. PODESTA: Mr. Thomason's not in town. 

Q That's not the question. 

MR. MCLARTY: I think it's a fair question. I think 

1 tri r* t0 outlAn *' talked about this at* 

? d ** joe. in a small way to Ann's point, that -- no, 

■ “ try and answer your question vary apeoifieally — that 

£ns"? P " Ci ” ly d * rin * d and tightened up and the 

asaoelatL , but others that are not formally 

pasHs? d i h h Mhlt * *““• 1" >o» “«y will not have hard 
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Every administration has had this, at least that ' s^ cur 
understanding, this dilemma of how do you control access. And 1 
r-ied to leave a very clear imprassion that we intend to implem en- a 
very definitive policy and we would have liked to have done that 
today, John. Frankly, we just didn't have quite enough tine to fu-.y 
thin)c it through, because you don’t want to do it so in a wav that 
doesn't work. Obviously, the point is one of the problens here was 
too Buck access not just fron a physical standpoint, but in terns of 
involvement in White House activities, as well-intentioned as they 
may be. And I accepted responsibility for that, as I should. 

And that matter is going to be addressed in a very, 
specific way and I think you — I hope I have made it clear what the 
conclusion will be. We just want to do it in a thoughtful way where 
you don't have people who do have a regular association with the . 
White House, perfectly appropriate, have cumbersome or ineffectual 
ways of dealing with their ordinary business. 

I've tried to be precise and, John, we owe you a better 

follow-up and we will. We tried to talk it through and get it 

resolved in an orderly way, but we didn't. 

MR. PODESTA: When we looked into it, there are a number 

of people who have access to the complex and we, frankly, took on the 
review within this week and we just didn't get through it. 

Q How many, John? 

MR. PODESTA: There's a recommendation in the report 

that Council, in consultation with Mack, will issue — that Mack will 

issue rules after being — 

Q Do you have any idea how many people this is 
outside of the volunteers? 

MR. PODESTA: There are volunteers, there are 

contractors, there are other government employees, non-government 
employees, and we just weren't able to close the loop by today. 

Q You just don't svsn know, thsre might be thousands? 

MR. PANETTA: Thera's not. Ths problem here, I think as 

Mack has pointed out, is we clearly — there is a need to restrict 
access but we have to do it in a way that we're careful about 
security requirements, we're careful about the people that do 
maintain access. But I c -.n assure you that our approach here, and I 
think Mack has made that clear, is that wa are going to review those 
policies and limit access. 

Q Whan Harry Thomason doss have access here in the 
future, will he have access to phone and message service as he has in 
the past here in the White House offices of Mr. Watkins? 

MR. MCLARTY: No, I don't think that will be the case. 

MR. PANETTA: He does not have an offica in the White 

House. 


Q No, but he did have — if you asked for him you got 
Mr. Watkins office. 

MR. MCLARTY: He had a project and an assignment here 

and Z think, not just given these circumstances, but in a careful way 
that, does not need to be the case with him or any other person. 

Q When the original announcement was made, reference 
was made to the fact that the press had been overcharged; there were 
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allegations of overcharge. Again, as Ann noted, we haven't hat a r. 
opportunity to read this whole thing, was that ever substantiated? 

MR. MCLARTY: Well, I think .the data that Leon and 1 

have reviewed suggests two things. First of all, on the commercial 

— let's take the charter because that deals directly with the press. 
With the competitive bidding the charters appear to be running — I 
think there's been four charters — about 20 percent less than Frier 
to competitive bidding practices. And it is certainly the intent cf 
the travel operation and the White Bouse for the service and safety 
and quality, and that's addressed in the report, to be the same. 

So it appears that competitive bidding has resulted ir. 
significant or measurable savings from a press standpoint, which is 
very important to a number of, and probably very important to all of 
you, but maybe more important to some than others. 

On the commercial side, I think it is very clear that 
there will be et least $100,000 savings a year of the White House 
personnel that travel through the reorganisation of the White House 

— of the Travel Office, which is at taxpayers' expense. So it 
certainly suggests that there will be measurable savings from the 
reorganisation or practices. 

Q we'll probably have to wait for a couple of more 
trips to see a pattern, but the West Point trip was considerably 
higher in cost than the same trip just two years ago. 

HR. MCLARTY: Well, we both need to review carefully the 

data to see if it supports what I just suggested. I believe it will 
based on the analysis I've done. 

Q Mack, since the media is often criticised for 
blowing things out of proportion, how big a deal do you feel, how bic 
a transgression do you feel the American people should think of this? 
Not the management of the office itself, but how you handled it. Not 
the mismanagement of the Travel Office. 

MR. MCLARTY: Well, I think, certainly, any time that 

people are not handled properly it's a big deal. And I think from 
that aspect I've already spoken to that rather specifically. 

Q Mack, tne report speaks of the appearance of 
favoritism and then goes into very detailed examples of these 
appearances. How did you come to the conclusion that there was no 
favoritism involved here given all the details and the people 
involved, the intricacy of this cronyism network? 

MR. MCLARTY: I think John and Todd can probably speak 

to that with a little more specificity since they did some of the 
actual interviews. But I think, Jim, it is logical to walk through 
that Mr. Thomason's, for example, primary business is certainly not 
air charter, he's not active in that. I think he felt there was a 
more efficient way to run this operation, and I think his intentions 
were to suggest that. That's just fine. What should have happened 
is we should have thanked him for his thoughts and then deliberately 
and carefully reviewed the matter. That's where the mistake was 
made. 

Q But given the details of this report, how can 
anyone draw any other conclusion except that people who went into 
that office then attempted to get their friends, turn the business 
their way? 


MR. MCLARTY: Jim, I don't think that's a fair 

conclusion. I think in t« ns of the World Wide situation, for 
example, and are probably alluding to that, that's I think a long- 
time travel agency if I understand it. They just simply wanted the 
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ability to bid competitively on the commercial side of the business. 

I don 1 1 think you draw that conclusion. Z think tha report tries tr 
be very direct and cover all the facta and you could draw that 
conclusion. But that's .iot, upon review r tha conclusion I reaches. 

Q Hack, getting back to the FBI — 

C How did you determine the IRS was not involved? 

How did they get sicced onto UltrAir if nobody called ther. and why 
did you put such a strong prohibition in the report? 

HR. HCLARTY: Well, the prohibition in the report, I 

think, really speaks for itself. Since tha IRS had been brought up 
here we wanted to cover that aspect and I believe should have. 

Q How do you know that they weren't called from here? 
How were they called? 

MR. MCLARTY : I think the Attorney General and others 

confirmed that. 

MR. PAN ETTA: The IRS has confirmed that those contacts 

were not made. But, obviously, when the IRS was raised during one cf 
the courses of the conversations, we wanted to make very clear in 
terms of White House policy that that cannot happen in the future. 

And that ' s why — 

Q How die they get on the case? 

Q How much was the Peat Marwick study? 

MR. MCLARTY: I don't know the answer to that question. 

Q Could you find out for us? 

MR. MCLARTY: We can. I don't know the answer — 

Q Are you guys et all eoncarnad about the possibility 
of lawsuits? Have you given any thought to that, about maybe having 
to defand against lawsuits? 

MR. MCLARTY: That has not been discussed with me. 

Q I mean, you have accused or et least sort of left 
hanging in the air the idea that a criminal investigation — 

. MR. MCLARTY: I think you an always have litigation on 

this or any other matter. 

Q Was the President aware that the Travel Office was 
being dismissed before it was dismissad? Was he aware that Mr. 
Collingwood was coming he.*e before it happened? And was he 
interviewed — 


MR. MCLARTY: He was intarviewed, Mr. Podesta 

interviewed him. He was not avara of the other — 

Q Neither one? 

MR. MCLARTY: I don’t believe he was, not to my 

knowledge. And I think in terms of perhaps his being' aware of some 
of this perhaps he was illy sarvad in. that regard. 

Q So Mrs. Clinton was and he wasn't? The May 17th 
letter said I'm going to fire them tomorrow. 

Q — I'm going to fire them, so she knew but he 

didn't? 
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MR. MCLARTY: I think he was awara of — I think it's 

outlined in t he report — I think Mr. Thomason nay have mentioned 
something to the President about the Travel Office, and 1 don't 
recall my briefing him on this situation specifically. Frankly, did 
not think that was on the daily briefing sheet, which may have beer. = 
mistake on my part. 

Q How many people are working in the Travel Office 
now? How many are in there right now? 

MR. MCLARTY: Let's do this. I think we've taker, a 

number of questions as will as provided a thorough report, which I cc 
wish we could have provided earlier. John and Todd will be available 
later today for more thorough background briefing. And they do have 
a very good understanding of the fact. 

To answer Wolf, 1 think there are two full-time 
employees, two detailees. That's four total people in the Travel 
Office. The American Express on a contract basis — that's totally 
at their expense and that's included in the savings. So, there's 
four versus seven in the past. I think there's a net savings of 
three . 


Q was Mrs. Clinton interviewed for this? 

MR. MCLARTY: She was, she was interviewed. 

Q Could we have the staff briefing now instead of 

later today? 

MR. MCLARTY: Let's let Mr. Gearan, Communications 

Director, make that judgment. 

Q when the White House dealt with the reporters, the 
media office, two people- Myers and Stephanopoulos, took whole-hog 
what was given to them and came out here. You also have some sort cf 
a cutoff line now where they don't just accept everything that's 
handed to them and come out and ~ 

MR. MCLARTY: That's addressed, Helen, in some detail in 

the report. But I think I underscored in my comments — and I think 
my comments gave really a pretty thorough review of the report — 
that the communication was not as it should have been between certain 
P® rts the White House and the Communications people that briefed 
the press. And that led to some serious mistakes that we've 
acknowledged. 


Thank you very much. 

MR. GEARAN: We'd be happy to have John Podesta and Todd 

Stern exhaust with further questions. 


Q Is there any way to portray the actions taken here 
as anything other than a slap on the wrist? Is there anything — 
given there's no loss of pay and no loss of status. 


GEARAN: 


. *— — : * uninx MacK spoke to it as the Chief of 

Staf* speaking to it as a complete report, a thorough report, with 
exhaustive details and a reprimand both personally and publicly to 
the persons involved with this. 


Q If I can just -- the report, the summary and the 
comments by Mr. McLarty and Mr. Panetta talk about the problem being 
an appearance problem — the appearance of insensitivity and so forth 
but I don t see anywhere here where it says there was an actual 
mistake made, say, xn firing these employees. If it wasn't a mistake 
to fire them, then why are you reassigning them? 
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MR. GEARAN: I think we should got John and Todd up. 

No, I a«an, I'm happy to — but they did the report. 

Q Can I ask you a communication question before yc- 
do that? The Watkins' statement to Dee Dee didn’t seem to be quite 
right in this — 

q watkinc lied to everybody. 

q -- a recent thing that Dee Dee had with the FBI 
report -- are you at all concerned about a problem that still may 
exist in terms of getting information from within the White House tc 
a spokesman and — of the press? And is anything being done to, for 
want of a better term, get Dee Dee back further into the loop? 

MR. GEARAN: The answer is, yes, we're concerned. 

Q Mark, can — 

Q He's answering a question. 

Q Hold it, he's answering a question. 

MR. GEARAN: Your colleagues have a few thoughts on the 

matter. 

Q You weren’t here every day and this matters to us. 

Q Will you let Mark answer please? 

Q It's very important. 

MR. GEARAN: Let me just answer. The answer is, yes, 

we're concerned if that is the perception of anyone in this press 
room. We’ll make every effort, and are making affirmative efforts 
within the White House to ensure that anyone speaking from this 
podium has the requisite information to give you the kind of 
information you need to do your jobs. There are internal matters 
that we're doing to ensure that in meetings and briefings. 

Q And not to desecrate people without evidence. 

Q The issue here is not -- 

MR. GEARAN: I think what we might do is to conduct the 

background here with John and Todd on the Travel Office report, and 
I'd be happy to visit with you about communications issues. 

Q This is a related communications question that goes 
back to Tom's question. David Watkins lied to Dee Dee, right? And 
as a result, Dee Dee came out here and lied to us. She wasn’t aware 
of it; she lied to the American people. Why is Watkins only getting 
a reprimand? 


MR. GEARAN: I want to have John explain how the 

National Performance Review came into that paragraph, because I think 
they need some explanation of why that was cited, because that is 
what — when persons went into the Travel Office. Let me have John 
and then I can follow up on the communications link to it, because 
there's a background that I think would be instructive. 

MR. PODESTA: Well, let me start with the National 

Performance Review. Watkins' shop, specifically Jennifer O'Connor 
and several other people, were in the process of going through the 
Office of Administration and indeed had completed going through the 
Office of Administration on an off ice-by-of f ice basis as part of 
their management review, which was linked to the National Performance 
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Review. Th« linkage is the National Performance Review itself is 
sort of a superstructure for activities going on in every agency. 

At the time that the decision was made to have Peat 
Marwick go in, a decision was also made to send in the performance 
review team to look overall at the management of the Travel Office. 
That happened on Thursda; , the 13th of May. The group that went in 
— O'Connor and company had been going through office by office. The 
Travel Office employees were told that was part of the regular review 
process and that Peat Marwick was there because the financial 
management that they had was unique. They had a bank account that 
was not an audited government bank account. and, therefore, outside 
auditors needed to be brought in. 

That effort was conducted over the weekend within the 
context of that review. People were informed that it was part of 
that review. Talking points were prepared by Watkins' shop. In the 
context of that, the firings were carried out in the context of that 
overall sort of view. I think the better judgment probably would 
have been not to have brought the National Performance Review into 
the picture. We considered that. Todd and I were given a pretty 
free range, I think that you can sea, to make specific criticisms of 
people and conduct. And I think we ultimately concluded, after kind 
of writing it one way and writing it another way, that there was 
enough linkage to this review process that it was fair. 

Q John, though, you will contrast Watkins' memo to 
Mrs. Clinton in which he says this was stimulated by Harry Thomason's 
rumors of criminal activity and Catherine Cornelius' observations in 
that office, and the top paragraph on page 11 in which he tells Dee 
Dee, the talking points are that this is just a routine review 
conducted by the National Performance. Those are pretty striking in 


MR. PODESTA: I think that — 

Q And had Dee Dee told us Harry Thomason and Cathy 
Cornelius were involved from the first day, it certainly would have 
put a different cast on this story. 

MR. PODESTA: The characterization here was that the 

review was acreleratcd by Cornelius and by — 

Wh charac- ^rization? 

: -t. POD jTA: I 'a sorry — 

Q Whose characterizations was accelerated? We never 
heard anybody say accelerated. We heard that — she came in here and 


MR. PODESTA: I'm just reading from the memo. 

Q 1 know. But she came in here and baldly stated 
that this was pursuant to the National Performance Review, which was 
a hot one. Was it not? I mean, that's — 

MR. PODESTA: Excuse me? 

Q She came in here and stood where you ' re standing 
ana said that this whole thing had been carried out pursuant to the 
National Performance Review. And I hear what you say about it having 
achieved some connection to it, but to say that it was done pursuant 
to that is a whopper, isn't it? 

MR. PODESTA: Well — 

Q You can use the word, lie. 
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q it's not correct. 

MR. PODESTA: I think therer was linkage between the 

performance review and this process. 

Q We're stipulating that, but there was also linear* 
between Harry Thomason and Cornelius as well. 

Q — also linkage to Harry Thomason, too, but that 
was not stated. 

MR. PODESTA: That is correct. 

Q You weald concede, would you not, that that was a 
bit of ar. exercise in spin control by Mr. Watkins? 

MR- PODESTA: I think there's a difference between that 

and lying, which is what someone back there accused her of. And I 
don't think — I don't think she lied. 

Q On the UltrAir IRS, we've been told that the white 
House did not contact the IRS. Did, in your research, did you find 
out why it was, the very week that this all was coming forward that 
IRS officials appeared in this company that had never even filed an 
IRS form? 


MR. PODESTA: We thought under the circumstances that it 

was better that IRS review internally the matters at the IRS and that 
having a White House review of what happened at the IRS was not 
appropriate. 


Q So do you not know why — 

MR. PODESTA: * The IRS conducted that review, and that's 
been — the results of that review are made public. We found no — 

Q At your request? 

MR. PODESTA: We found no indication — we found no 

indication -- and we interviewed everyone — we found no indication 
of anyone ccntacti-q the IK . There was no hint of it. Kennedy — 
excuse me - the T agents involved did say that Kennedy raised the 
IRS in his convers .ion. "Where should I go? Should I go to the 
FBI? Should I go j the IRS? I'm looking for guidance." And he got 
the guidance that -.hey would come and visit with him. After they 
did, he left the meeting. Cornelius came in. By the time he came 
back, they said they bad sufficient predication to go forward. At 
that point, sort of simultaneously. Peat Marwick is being interviewed 
by Watkins. That's all happening on Thursday afternoon. 

Watkins decides to go forward with Peat Marwick. Again, 
this is sort of all laid out. And Kennedy and Foster hold the FBI 
from going in, at which point Xennedy has his answer which is he's 
got the Peat Marwick review and the findings will be made available 
to the IRS — excuse me, will be made available to the FBI, and the 
FBI is going forward. 

Q Since you say the IRS — 

MR. PODESTA: We found nothing to indicate that there 

was any conversation with the IRS . 

Q So what was the IRS's motivation then? 

MR. PODESTA: I think you should talk to the IRS about 

that . 
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Q They w'.n't tell you — you know that. 

Q Ho, they won't toll you what — thay won’t tall vc_ 

tha dataila surrounding any of thair audits. 

Q I don't think this rasolvas that guastion. I thin.-: 
i*'s still up in tha air. 

Q Going back to rei involvement , tha issua is not 
just disclosura that tha FBI was looking into this. Tha 
Communications Of flea hara proactivaly ballyhooad tha fact of FBI 
involvement. Thay did so apparantly with Mbits Housa lawyars sittir.c 
in on tha meetings at which tha stratagy was developed. And I still' 
— didn't Baraia Nussbaum sit in on tha naating on Thursday — on 
Friday aftamoon, tha day tha Comal lus nano cans out and tha- Whita 
Housa put out FBI guidance? 


MR. PODESTA: I think if — Todd reminds me that there's 

-- thera are two incidents involving counsel and the Communications 
department that deal with the IRS. One is on Wednesday — 

Q Tha FBI — 

Q Freudian slip. (Laughter.) 

(Laughter.) ***’ P0DSSTA: ****'• why I know I don't want his job. 


a , T ... rr • I"* — w axpariancas . One in which counsel 

attempts in good faith to gat tha referanca to tha FBI out of the 

« ct « d promptly .. soon as 

Sobili t' il 5 hinX . th * y thought thay had taken care of tha 
Chart's is ° Ut ; th * y h * dn ' t *•*«> oort of th. problem and 

Terrv of tvtnts which loads to Daa Dot talking to 

Terry P-ior to her getting knowledge of — . 1 dropped the dime, I 


Q 1 have a question about exhibit G, 1 think it is. 
MR. PODESTA: Excuse me. Okay. That's issue one. 

,r*SoSi££s srsis ,n '^oSciii in 2:?. oa ‘ 
ss « XeSa^ 

=CnfirCl y ?Ci "C Bt “* •»y ColliCCwood W -- W “d SlllnSJoCd"’* 

to repoCt^ tSCt’to^'wiJc^li SCC'SL^S.S'.S'fnJi^St^ 
headqSCrtiM 9 oin » on. And he went beck to thl Hi 

detail ~ Cnd l «“*’• i»i* out in fair 

release. i ?hi^*Ch« B ££,£*** offi “ «*— •« “ “ •» »* 


2:45 p.: 


MR. GEARAH: Secretary Christopher’s briefing will be at 


Q In this room? 

MR. GEARAN: In this room. 

Q That means wa only have an hour to go. 
Q Only an hour to go. 
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MR- GEARAN: Ho, we don’t mean to — we'd be happy t = 

bore you further here, but I just wanted to make sure people knew t.-.= 
schedule. 

Q Will you use just one airline in the future cr is 
it going to be several airlines that are going to have the contract 
for the — 

MR. PODESTA: Competitive bids. 

q Who authored Exhibit G, which is a confidential 

memo? 

MR. PODESTA: That's the Darnell Marten memo. That is 

referred to in the report. 

Q one other question about the memo — 

MR. PODESTA: The Darnell Marten memo was essentially a 

memo to the file that he was creating on a lap-top. 

q One more question about the National Performance 
Review — and I realize thet's outside the scope of this report. 

Have any other federal government employees been fired as a result cf 
the National Performance Review? Does it move that quickly? 

MR. PODESTA: Other than this particular incident, I 

have no knowledge or awareness of what's going on in the national — 

Q — IRS did an internal review and that review was 

made public. I don’t see any reflection of that in — 

MR. PODESTA: There was a public statement made by the 

IRS Commissioner. 

Q Why is there no — how do you document it? I mean, 
do you just accept that? Do you accept it? And do you know what the 
source of their — were they following on a newspaper clipping? What 
was their finding? 

Q What did they say? That they did it on their own? 

MR. PODESTA: It seemed to us — that is, this us — 
that pursuing an internal investigation of the IRS at this moment 
didn't make sense fcr the management review of the White House. 

C I understand that, but you say they've made the 
results public. What were they? We’re not aware of this public — 

Q John, don't you think maybe there should be a 
special prosecutor, because then they could look at the IRS, the FBI, 
the White House and — 

MR. PODESTA: Not given the thorough review and the 

thorough job that’s done in this report. 

Q John, excuse me — John, getting back to my 
question, you’re aware of a public review that I'm not aware of. 

What does it say? How did they find out about it? 

MR. PODESTA: It says there was no contact between the 

White House and the IRS . 

Q They don’t give you any indication of how they got 

onto UltrAir? 

MR. PODESTA: They did a review of the audit and — 
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Q Out of the blue? 

MR. PODESTA: Mas th« audit out of tha blue? 1 refer 

you to the IRS. 

0 Ho, don't give ms that. You know they won't ar.sve 


UltrAir was out w 

Mas there any indication — 


Did they indicate to you how they learned that 
there and that they should go look at their books? 

idieation ■« 


MR. PODESTA: No one indicated anything to us. 

Q lack said that he was disappointed in a number of 
White House staff people. He said four, were reprimanded. Is he 
disappointed in people who were not reprimanded, and who and why? 

. , . MR- PODESTA I think that's a question for Mack. 1 

think you can read the report, but that's a question for Mack. 

4 ? Ma * ****** « v « contemplation that any other White 
House official contemplated or discussed that any other White 
House official would be reprimanded or punished in some way? 


Leon. 


R. PODESTA: I would refer thet question to Mack and 


yet? 


Q What airlines are getting the new contract — 

Q Can we go to people who haven't asked questions 


MR. PODESTA: Ma'ai 

You've asked several questions. 


, you've asked several questions. 

I don't think Ann's had a question. 


Q I have not had several, I only had one. 

▼ 5— 1 Wttnt * “inwte here about the IRS issue. 

mv W». And I understand 

¥i. th ; t . th#y v ? i ‘* u,d ■ report, which I hav. read. in 
1 * 1 h *? vily redacted in that it ia nothing 
- ^ 7 . lines with a conclusion. Is there any White House concert 
DriM^J r in 5 th?“ P rlv,c y regulations and their refusal to vaivi 

SllwSwr i it tt tha4“II2! , »!7? a thou ® b °l*rAir has issued atatananta 
allowing it, that you will nsver know exactly what happened in this 

iS 0 ^ 1 ^* F* 11 ®; "*»"“■ «tataniants P hav. no 

slic^th.^””? thi " 9 1 C °“ ld *“’* d ° n *° inTili and U 

ar as ? 

SSS Sav. n ?akM 1 ifn f h "*ih. I SSr B “ “ PUr,Uit of «“ “«« «“ 

T"° d »y* «*tar tha firing, ms people ahowad up at 

hmV«va>*JiiId* , i t 5S t rSwJI t ^SJ? f* 1 "” *" d wit hout DltrAir P 

zsr^ssxr" br ^ — hSe u o: n o jo?:.^:t., 

conduct by thfilh^Sui.. 1 *'' * «“ 1RS - »« ***• "« 
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q you think there's no linkage? 

MR. PODESTA: Do I think there's no linkage between the 

-- ▼ )oiov no facts about the IRS audit of UltrAir. 


q John, what was the behavior that was found : 
investigation — what was the behavior you found regarding 
passholders who were not government employees that requires a 
in the policy? 


change 


MR. PODESTA: Well, I think that there is an issue of 

when someone's here in a capacity that — where you're not an 
employee and you're dealing with employees and talking to employees, 
and it's unclear what status you're in the room with them on, that 
under — upon reflection, requires some guidelines as to who ought tc 
get passes and who shouldn't. 


Q Is it a legal problem or an appearance problem? 


MR. PODESTA: Ho, I don't think it's a legal problem. 


Q Do you think it's some problem in the functioning 
of the White House? 


MR. PODESTA: I think there is an appearance problem and 

I think there's a problem vis a vis the employees themselves knowing 
who they're dealing with — who is an employe# , who is not an 
employee. 


Q Wes Harry throwing his waight around and 
intimidating full-time employees?. 

MR. PODESTA: I don't think he was intimidating full- 

time employees. I wouldn't characterise that. 

Q You said behavior regarding employees — 

Q You left the first part kind of out. 

MR. PODESTA: I didn't hear what he said. 

Q Was he throwing his weight around. 

MR. PODESTA: No, I don't think he was throwing his 

weight around. 

Q Did Mrs. Clinton see this in draft form? 

MR. PODESTA: Ho. 

Q in retrospect, was it a mistake to fire these five 
employees of the Travel Office who didn't have any financial 
involvement? Wes it a policy mistake, not just an appearance 
problem? 


MR. PODESTA: I think that given the fact that — I 

think the fact that they were reinstated with pay and now they are 
being reemployed pending the outcome of the investigation answers 
that question. 

Q Your answer would be yes, then? Would that answer 
be, yes, it was a mistake to fire them? Beceuse the beginning of the 
report talks about it being a problem of appearance and appearing to 
be insensitive. 


MR. PODESTA: Everyone here works at the pleasure of the 

President. There needs to be no cause to fire somebody. 
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Q Then why are you rehiring then? 

MR. PODESTA: Under the circumstances, given the fact 

that these people were fired for cause and given the facts 
surrounding the disclosure of the FBI investigation, we think the 
course of conduct we're taking is reasonable. 

Q If they were fired for cause — I'm sorry. 

MR. PODESTA: If they could have been fired — 

Q But they were fired for cause? 

MR. PODESTA: They were ~ not in a formal sense the way 

people are in other positions where they have status. But there was’ 
cause associated with the Peat Marwick deal. We were — I must say 
— I want to clarify one point, which is somebody at the beginning c: 
the conference said, this review vindicates their activity. I don't 
believe that it does. We did not investigate what they were doing ir. 
the Travel Office given the fact that when we asked to interview the 
employees we were informed by Justice and advised by Justice that we 
shouldn't do that. 

Q In answer to her question, that this — it may not 
vindicate their activities, but it vindicates them in the sense you 
hired them back here and said they are worthy to work in the 
government. So how are we supposed to take that? I mean, are you 
saying they may be crooks, they may be sleazeballs, they may be 
liars, they may be whatever, but we weren’t able to check it out but 
we want them in our government again? 

MR. PODESTA: I think what we're saying is we didn't 

investigate that. We didn't check it out. We couldn't check it out 


Q You knew they had no financial authority or 
management authority. 

MR. PODESTA: We concluded they had no financial 

authority or management authority. 

Q What is it that — 


MR. PODESTA: But whether they were employees that were 

unneeded, needed, what the organization of the White House was, 
whether they were good employees, bad employees, what their duties 
were was basically impossible for us to look into. 

Q Why? 

MR. PODESTA: Because we couldn't interview them. 

Q Well, why are they being rehired if they were fired 

for cause? 




iiwy are oeing reassigned, 
drawing any conclusions that they were — 

Q You're not vindicating them either. 

. t0 . . J®* PODESTA: I'm not drawing any conclusion that they 

should have been -ired for cause, I'm not drawing any conclusion at 
an. And therefore, under the circumstances, they're being 
reemployed. 


^ „ . Q Can I just get a clarification on Thomason? Would 

it be fair to say — 
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HR. 

jusz don't; Know. 


PODESTA: I don't thinK we Know, quite frankly. 


You don’t Know what? 


Has he hat 


q I want a clarification on Thomason, 
pass pulled, or is it that you're trying — that you're going tc 
reprimand him somehow hue you're still trying to figure out how? 

MR. PODESTA: We're going to issue guidelines or. the 

issuance of passes to nongovernment employees. 

Q He still has a pass? He can still come and gc as 

he pleases? 

MR. GEARAN: Mack spoke to that and what he said was tr.t 

guidelines are not issued as of today. He is going to take a loo.-; a - 
it with the Counsel's Office and issue guidelines for nonemployee 
passholders. 

Q What airlines have been chosen — 

MR. GEARAN: 1 don't know, but they are done 

competitively. 

q But is it one airline or several? 


MR. GEARAN: It's a competitive process. 

Can we get any more questions on this? We'd like to 
we've successfully bore' everyone? Thank you very much. 


END 


1:55 P.M. ED? 
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Foster 


1. Notification 

a. Mussbaum — was at Galileo with Zimroth having dinner 
when he was paged and told it appeared that Foster had 
committed suicide. 

b. Williams — was at home and received a call from HRC 
who asked her to wait for a second call. HRC told her 
that Foster had killed himself. She called Evelyn 
Lieberman who picked her up and drove her to the West 
Wing. 

c. Watkins - was at a movie theater with his wife, where 
they had gone to see "In the Line of lire." Watkins 
was paged by the White House Signal operator. 

Watkins placed a call from a public phone to someone in 
the White House and was told that Foster was dead. He 
said it was of the utmost importance that the death be 
confirmed, and was told that Kennedy and someone else 
were on their way to the hospital to identify the body. 

He also learned that two people were on their way to 
the Foster house to notify Mrs. Foster. Watkins wanted 
to go with them. This was arranged. 

d. Burton — learned of Foster's death from Watkins, and 
told McLarty . McLarty directed him to get more 
information; he then talked to the hospital and the 
Park Police. He went up in the elevator with McLarty 
and the President and was there when the President was 
told the news. He gave the President an account of his 
conversation with the Park Police. 

e. McLarty — Shortly after the interview with Larry King 
began. Mack McLarty was heading back to his office, 
planning to go home, when he encountered Bill Burton. 

Burton said he had disturbing news. He said that the 
Park Police had informed David Watkins that a person 
fitting Foster's description had been found dead, the 
victim of an apparent suicide. Mclarty asked Burton to 
monitor the situation. They discussed the need to 
notify Foster's family, the President, and the First 
Lady, who was in Little Rock with her ailing father. 

IW" 



McLarty pt<M Mbb Bubbaiy5itaijM,tliM Saerce Bonrioa week 
station outs Ids ths Rasidenoe library. Bd jeailad wabb 
bscauss be and Poatar vara good friands and had apant 
tba vaakand together. NeLarty racallad tailing 
Bubball vhat ha knav and asking him to go- to tha Poatar 
housa. 

Soon Staphanopoulos and Gearan sensad that sobs thing 
was wrong and cans out. Mack told than what was going 
on. McLarty decided to call Mrs. Clinton in Little 
Rock, but to hold off telling the President until after 
the show ended. He called Mrs. Clinton at about 9:40 
and told her the news. She was shocked to hear of 
Foster's death. 

The President had agreed to do an extra half hour of 
the Larry King show. However, during a break following 
the first hour of the show, at 10:00, McLarty stepped 
in and said that the President would be unable to 
extend the interview because he needed to discuss other 
natters with him. The President asked if there was an 
international crisis; McLarty said no, but that it was 
very serious. 

McLarty and the President went upstairs to the living 
quarters and sat down, perhaps in a bedroom. McLarty 
told him about Foster. The President wanted to go to 
Foster's home. McLarty told the President that Hubbell 
was already there. The President did not want to 
arrive at Foster's house in a motorcade. While the 
President called Mrs. Clinton, McLarty talked to the 
Secret Service about how they might go to the Foster 
house unobtrusively. It was decided that they could go 
in a van. 


Neuwirth — Bernie called him at home from the White 
House between 10:30 and 11:30. He called his brother 
afterward. He stayed home in his apartment. 

Pond — Woke up at 5 a.m. and saw that she had a 
message on her answering machine. (As was her habit, 
she had turned off the ring on her telephone the night 
before.) The White House operator had called the night 
before to tell her that Nussbaum was calling; Linda 
Tripp had also called. Pond called the White House 
operator, who told her that Nussbaum had called to tell 
her about Foster's "accident;" the operator suggested 
she call Tripp instead of Nussbaum as Nussbaum had been 
up late. She asked the operator to patch her through 
to Linda. She then called Tom Castleton and John 
Carey, who worked in personnel. 


Castleton — telephoned by Pond around 6 a.m. 
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1. . «• iihdjuat y £x*m 'Xb+t, 

about 9 r»- W^L^IvS « call f***\ 
Lawrence In the -Office of-Pereoimel Security, 
returned to the White Bouse right away. 


She 


1. Kennedy — left wort at 7 p.m. Livingstone called hin 
at hoiie between 8 and 8:30 and eaid that Foster was 
dead. Craig said he had spoken with the Part Police. 
Kennedy was aghast and asked Craig to confira the 
information. Craig called back later and said he had 
confirmed that Foster was dead, and said that it had 
been a suicide and that the body was found in a part. 
Craig also said he had learned from the Park Police 
that the body was en route to a hospital. Kennedy was 
familiar with the hospital and said he would meet 
Livingstone there. Kennedy arrived first. It took 45 
minutes before they could get confirmation that the 
body was there. Finally, they were permitted to see 
the body. After viewing the body, Kennedy called 
McLarty at the White House and spoke with him briefly. 
McLarty already knew about the death; the President was 
still on Larry King. Kennedy also called Nussbaum, who 
said he was going to go to Foster's house. Kennedy 
decided to go to the Foster house also. 


k. Livingstone — was at home and got a call from the 
Secret Service. He talked to Watkins and learned that 
Bill Kennedy was at the hospital. He went to the 
hospital and met Kennedy there. He called Watkins from 
the hospital. 

l. scott — Webb Hubbell, Susie Hubbell, and Marsha Scott 
were eating dinner at the Lebanese Taverna, along with 
two of the Hubbells' children, when Hubbell was paged. 
Hubbell returned the page and said they would have to 
leave, but suggested that the children stay to finish 
their dinner. Marsha's first thought was that they had 
been invited to see a movie at the White House. On the 
way to the car, Hubbell told Susie and Marsha the news. 
They drove to the Hubbells' house, but realized they 
were locked out because they had left the keys with the 
children. Sheila Anthony lived near the Hubbells. 
Marsha and Webb walked to Anthony's house, while Susie 
Hubbell waited outside the house for the children to 
return from dinner. Marsha and Webb found Sheila 
Anthony at home with Vince Foster's other sister and 
her daughter, who was visiting from out of town. 

Marsha told them what had happened. They discussed the 
importance of finding Beryl Anthony, Sheila's husband, 
who was out with Foster's two sons, and also called 
Barbara Pryor. Eventually the group headed for the 
Foster house. 
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m. trivia IBt awi Special luittm-t* Sob Rubin, bad 
belped brief tha President for ttaa Larry King show, and 
atayad to wtdi the taping on video in a rooa aeroee 
froa tha library in the Reaidence. Sonetlae during the 
taping, aha learned that Vinca Footer had conaittad 
suicide. 

n. Ruber - Burton called Buber at hou on tha night of tha 
20th. She did not go to the White House or to the 
Foster house. 

o. Susan Thonases — Thomases was called by Nussbaun or 
HRC at hone the evening of Foster's death. HRC called 
Thonases from Arkansas sonatina after 9 p.n. Thonases 
was watching Larry King Live. HRC asked Thomases to 
stop by and see the President the next day because he 
would be very upset. They spoke for 5 to 20 minutes. 

p. Cliff Sloan — Was notified of the suicide by Nussbaun 
at around 11 p.m. He assumed Nussbaun was in his 
office. 

g. Helen Dickey -- Was watching the President on Larry 

King in the solarium on the 3rd floor of the Residence. 
John Fanney from the Usher's Office, who runs the 
elevator during the weekday evening shift, came to tell 
her of Foster's death because he knew they were close 
and did not want her to hear on the news. She called 
her mother, her father, Ann McCoy, Ann Stock, and Roger 
Perry in the Governor's mansion. She then spoke to the 
President and Mack very briefly in the Residence; he 
was jotting down some remarks. Then she went to the 
Usher's office and waited for her mother. 

r. Robin Dickey — Was watching TV at home when Helen 

called, hysterical. First called Helen and John Sloan, 
who are very good friends of hers and the Fosters in 
Arkansas, and then drove to the White House. Parked on 
East Executive Drive and then met Helen in the Usher's 
Office before leaving for the Foster house. 

2. July 20 — Foster Office 


a. Nussbaun — 15 minutes after the Larry King Live show 
was over, Nussbaun went to his West Wing office. He 
noticed the door was open and the light was on. He 
entered Foster's office and found Williams on the sofa 
and Thomasson sitting behind the desk. 


i. Thomasson said she was looking for a note. 

Nussbaun assisted her. They were looking for 
something obvious that Foster would have left for 
them to find. After a few minutes, Thomasson and 
Williams left together. Nussbaun followed then 

lllllllllll 
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: 4&fc 4 Of the &«■'&« 

orflc*. „ . .i--- - - - » 
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il. Nussbaum wandered around ttaa West King, returning 
to his office to -make phone calls to his staff. - 
Ha raaeabers Sylvia Ka thews asking about 
retrieving Poster's trash. Nussbaum said fine. 
While ha was in the Chief of Staff's office with 
Burton and Neel, soneone walked in with the trash. 
At that tine the Counsel's Office was locked so 
the trash was left in Neel's office. 

(1) Nussbaum does not remember any discussion 
about burn bags. 

iii. Nussbaum believes he locked the door to the suite 
and set the alarm at some point before leaving the 
West Wing but he believes he probably left the 
suite unlocked during some of the time he roamed 
the West Wing. 

iv. Nussbaum left the West Wing to go home at about 
midnight. He made more telephone calls once he 
got home. 


Williams — first went to her own office, then to 
Gearan's office where several people had assembled. 
Gearan asked her to review a press statement. She 
returned to her office, vaguely realizing that HRC's 
schedule would be affected by the events. She took no 
notice of the Counsel's Office during any of her trips 
by it. 

i. Williams entered the Counsel's Office suite at 
about 9:30 or 10 p.m. The door was open and the 
light was on. She remember there were people 
around — maybe cleaning people. She walked into 
Foster's office. Thomasson was already there, 
sitting at Foster's desk. Her eyes were red and 
it was apparent she had been crying. 

ii. Thomasson told Williams that she was looking for a 
note, observing that a note would give comfort to 
Lisa Foster. Thomasson 's search did not seem 
purposeful to Williams. 

iii. Williams sat down on the couch in Foster's office 
and wept. 

iv. Within a few moments, Nussbaum entered Foster's 
office, seemingly at a loss. He helped Thomasson - 
look around for a note. Nussbaum left the office. 
[Check. ] 
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v. Williams left tte off lea, having -besaithers a 
total of about flva minutes. Patsywali atill 
behind tha daak when aha laft. 

vl. Williams want back to aithar har of flea or 

Gaaran's offiea. Sba haa aoaa vague racollaction 
of being on tha ataircaaa In tha West Wing with 
Muaabaua. 

vil. Lieberman took Williaas home. 

viii. Williams later spoke again to HRC and tried 
to comfort her. 

c. Thomasson — Was eating dinner at Sequoia. As she was 
leaving, her pager went off. She called the 
switchboard and was asked to hold for David Watkins. 

She held for about five minuites and Watkins got on the 
line and told her that Foster had killed himself. 
Watkins said he was at the Foster house with Mack and 
David and that they wanted her to go to Foster's office 
to look for a suicide note. 

Patsy went to the White House in a cab, and was let in 
through West Executive gate. She went to the first 
floor and ran into Bernie, and said that David asked 
her to look for a note. They went to the Counsel's 
office suite. Everything was open, the lights were on, 
and the cleaning lady was there. Patsy looked at the 
top of the desk and in the drawers. She was looking 
for something that was just sticking out. She looked 
in the briefcase; there were lots of files in the 
briefcase. 


Bernie left Vince's office and Maggie entered. She sat 
on the sofa and started talking and was crying a lot. 
She said she had had so many conversations on the sofa 
with Vince and she could not imagine being there 
without him. They chatted/cried for several minutes. 
Bernie came back in and Williams left. A few minutes 
later, Bernie and Patsy left also. Patsy was in the 
office for a total of about 20 minutes. Neither 
Bernie, Patsy, or Maggie took anything from the office. 

Patsy went back to the first floor, where she saw Dana 
Lawrence, John Emerson, Deb Coyle, and Bruce Lindsey. 
She paged David and told him to call her. He called 
and she told him that she had not found anything. He 
asked her to get the press release delivered to 
Foster's house. 


d. 


Mills — sometime after she arrived at the White House, 
Mills went to the Counsel's Office. The door to the 
Counsel’s Office was open, the lights were on, and 
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B«rai«'«M there. *he door to Foatax»^|»Ctioa was also 
opan and tha lights vara on. Mills spent soas tie# 
with Bamia in his offioa whils ha spake on tha - 
talaphona. She aay bava left the office with Beraie to 
go to Mark Gearan's office. She believer they left the 
door opan. 

e. Burton — Does not recall any order froa McLarty to 
seal Foster's office. 

f. Oearan — Gear an had conversations with Nussbaum 
preparing for the press briefing during which Nussbaum 
said he had looked in Foster's office for a note and 
had not found one. 

After the President had come back from Foster's office, 
Gearan spoke with Gergen; Gergen was calling from the 
Residence. He told Gergen that the office was locked; 
he knew this from Burton. 

3. July 20th - Other White House Activities 

a. Trash Bag and Burn Bag 

i. Sylvia Matthews - had remained after Larry King 

ended to see if she could be of any assistance in 
dealing with the aftermath of the suicide. She 
assumed a post answering phones in McLarty 's 
office. After a while, she went upstairs to 
retrieve some of her work from her office. When 
she passed the Counsel's Office, she noticed that 
the door was open, but she did not see anyone 
there. (This suggests she went upstairs after 
10:42, when Officer Flynn had opened the door to 
the office for the cleaning staff.) She then 
returned to McLarty 's office. 

At some point, Matthews overheard Burton's end of 
a telephone conversation with the Park Police, and 
became aware that the Park Police had not found a 
suicide note. It occurred to Matthews that the 
trash from Foster's office should be searched for 
a note. She found one of the women responsible 
for collecting trash, and went with her to the 
second floor of the West Wing. The woman showed 
Matthews a trash bag that contained the trash from 
Foster's office. Matthews opened the trash bag 
and found inside it the smaller bag of trash from 
Foster's office; it was on top and she was able to 
identify it quickly because it contained routing 
slips and credit card receipts with Foster's name 
on them. Matthews returned to McLarty' s office 
with the trash bag. She went through the trash 
bag and created an inventory of what was inside 
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it. She did not find a not*. «>• dadUtod to lock 
tha trash bag in tha office of Rbj Reel, Deputy 
Chlaf of Staff. 

Later that night, Matthews had tha idaa of 
mm h l ng tha bum bag. Matthews want upstairs to 
look for tha bum bag but found tha offica door 
lockad. (This suggests she looked for the bum 
bag after 11:42.) She want to tha uniformed 
Secret Service officer stationed outside the Oval 
Office and asked him to retrieve the West Wing 
bum bag. The Secret Service brought the burn bag 
to Matthews in McLarty's office. She started to 
serach through the burn bag. Gene Sperling was 
also present. Sperling and Matthews became 
uncomfortable as they realized that the burn bag 
contained material collected from all offices in 
the West Wing. They stopped searching the burn 
bag and put everything back inside it. 

Mathews discussed the issue with Nussbaum, who 
advised them to return the burn bag to the Secret 
Service, noting that there was only one burn bag 
for the whole Counsel's Office suite. Matthews 
expressed her concern about this decision to 
Paster, who suggetsed she speak with Mark Gearan. 
Matthews participated in a conference call with 
Gearan and David Gergen at which it was agreed to 
send the burn bag back. Matthews recalled no 
other significant events that evening. She left 
the White House at 1:00 or 2:00. 

ii. Burton - was told to notify people in Arkansas 

about Foster's death. He went to McLarty's office 
and began making phone calls. While he was there, 
he saw Sylvia Matthews going through Foster's 
garbage. She put everything in a white plastic 
bag and put in Roy Neel's office. 


July 20th - Foster House 


Watkins - Watkins and his wife left the movie theater 
and drove home, where they waited about 20 minutes for 
the two police officers to arrive. When they arrived, 
Mr. and Mrs. Watkins got in the back of the car and 
drove with them to the Foster house. During the ride, 
the two officers asked some general questions about 
Foster's state of mind. 


It took ten or fifteen minutes to drive to the 
house. When they arrived, no one else was there. They 
walked up to the house; the police officers, who 
insisted on doing the official notification themselves, 
walked ahead, with Watkins right behind. As they went 


■I1IH1III1 


DF 781061 



665 


up the steps, anetbar people.'. -iaoXuding 

RubbelX and Foster's alatar; came up behind them; ,v* ' 

- -u. t : ■ . « r *- - ~ i 

They entered the house and Mrs. Poster case down 
the a taps. Tha aala officar told then that roatar had 
committed auicide. Mra. Footer became hyeterical; aha 
could not poasibly have been intarviawad. The two 
women and Webb Hubbell ruahed up the atairs to be with 
Mra. Foster; it is possible that they may have brushed 
into one of the agents, but Webb Hubbell did not shove 
anyone. The women ministered to Mrs. Foster and the 
agents stood around. 

Between 10 and 11, the President appeared with 
McLarty . At around 10:30, McLarty and Watkins, and 
possibly David Gergen, had a conversation during which 
McLarty asked if a suicide note had been found; someone 
said, maybe we should look for a note. Watkins had 
Thomasson paged and she called him. She was not at the 
White House; Watkins did not know whether or not she 
already knew that Foster was dead. Watkins asked her 
to look in Foster's office for a suicide note. About 
one and a half to two hours later, she called and 
reported back that there was no note. 

Watkins stayed at the Foster house until about 3 a.m. 
and then went home. 

b. McLarty — Stayed at the Foster house for about an 
hour. Senator and Mrs. Pryor, Sheila Foster Anthony, 
Beryl Anthony, several neighbors, a physician called by 
Senator Pryor, David Watkins and his wife, and Webb 
Hubbell were there. Mack made several phone calls to 
the White House from the Foster house. He was aware 
that Burton was in Mack's office, Nussbaum was in the 
Counsel's Office, and Gearan was in the Communications 
Office. 

David Gergen and Vernon Jordan also arrived at the 
Foster house. They worked on notifying the press; 
Gergan and Mack called Gearan and asked him to prepare 
a press release. There was concern about Foster's 
mother in Hope, who had not yet been notified. There 
was some debate about whether to wake her up. Mack 
does not recall how it was resolved. 

c. Scott — Webb, Susie, Sheila, and Marsha drove to the 
Foster house, and arrived at the same time as Watkins 
and his wife and the Park Police. Lisa came downstairs 
in a bathrobe, and before anyone could say anything the 
Park Police told her Vince was dead. She became 
hysterical, and the women comforted her while the men 
talked on the phone. 
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Hubbell Mid they .niiarif *to Mai ▼inoa'a office and 
that DOJ had to get involved; ha said this rapaatadly. 
It did not occur to anyone to call the Secret Service. 

Scott drove back to Hubbell '• house to pick up Suzy and 
bring her back to the Foster house. When she returned, 
she saw Bill Kennedy and Craig Livingstone; they were 
sitting in a car on the phone. 

d. Kennedy — After leaving the hospital, Kennedy and 
Livingstone drove in Kennedy's car to his house, where 
they picked up Kennedy's wife and then drove to the 
Foster house. Clinton, Gergen , and Jordan were still 
there when Kennedy arrived. Kennedy stayed at the 
Foster house for about 2 hours. Kennedy recalled that 
Livingstone was in the car using the phone for a long 
time; Kennedy asked him to stop using the phone because 
he was afraid he would drain the car battery. Clinton 
invited Kennedy to go back to the White House for a 
visit, but he declined. After leaving the Foster house 
at around 2 a.m. Kennedy drove Livingstone back to the 
hospital to pick up his car. 

e. Livingstone — Kennedy and Livingstone left the 
hospital in Craig's car, leaving Kennedy's car at the 
hospital. They drove to Kennedy's house to pick up his 
wife. They left Craig's car at Kennedy's house and 
took her car to Foster's house. They arrived there 
around 10 or n. 

Craig had a conversation in which it was said that 
someone ought to be at Foster's house in the morning in 
case someone stakes it out. 

Livingstone sat in Kennedy's wife's car and used the 
phone to call friends. Hubbell and others also came 
out to use the phone. 

Craig went back to Kennedy's house with Kennedy to drop 
her off. The two got in Craig's car and drove to the 
hospital to get Bill's car. 

f. Helen Dickey — Drove to the Foster house at around 
11:00 with her mother, arriving shortly after the 
President had left. They stayed until about 1:00 or 
1:30. She left at one point to get cokes and ice. 
Recalls seeing David and Ileen Watkins, Webb Hubbell, 
Vernon Jordan, Bill Kennedy, Marsha Scott, Mack, David 
Pryor, David Gergen, Sheila and Beryl Anthony, and 
Bernie Nussbaum at the house. 

g. Robin Dickey — Drove to the Foster house with Helen in 
her car. She recalls Suzy and Webb Hubbell, David and 
Ileen Watkins, and Senator Shelby's wife being there. 
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Cot there before tba President. Mrs. Foetarwae not 
them whan she first arrived — aha nay have gam to 
pick up her kids sonevhere — but whan Robin first saw 
her she already knew of the death. 

Dickey ranaabers the President coning in tba front door 
with Mack. Ha was wearing a light colored suit. His 
presence was very obvious; he bugged everyone; everyone 
else sort of disappeared. 

Dickey remembers seeing Craig Livingstone outside. At 
some point during the night, Livingstone helped her 
nake a phone call from a mobile phone in one of the 
cars outside. 

h. Thonasson — delivered the press release personally to 
the Foster house, and was in the house for five or six 
minutes. She had a cab drop her close to the house and 
then walked. She spoke with David Watkins and Sheila 
Anthony, she also recalls Webb being there. The 
President was no longer there. 

5. July 20th - Residence 

a. MeLarty — returned to the Residence with the 
President; Gergen and Jordan may have accompanied them. 
Recalls that Mickey Kantor, David Gergen, Vernon 
Jordan, and the President were there. They sat in the 
kitchen for about 45 minutes, drinking whiskey and 
talking about Foster. They also had some food. Kantor 
was going to Japan the next morning. 

While they were there, Gergen and Mack talked to Gearan 
by telephone regarding the press notification. Gearan 
said it had occurred. 

Gergen said something like, Mack, you want the office 
sealed don't you. Mack said yes. Then Gergen told 
Gearan, Mack wants the office sealed. Gearan indicated 
the office was locked. Mack does not believe he gave 
an order to seal the office; he assumed Bernie had 
control over the Counsel Office suite. 

b. Scott — The President invited Marsha to go back to the 
Residence. She asked Mickey Kantor to go with her. 

When she arrived, Mack, the President, Vernon, and 
Gergen were sitting around the table in the kitchen 
drinking and talking about Foster. Helen and Robin 
Dickey were also there. 

c. Kantor — Kantor had been with Vernon Jordan and David 
Gergen at Ben Bradlee's house when David got the news 
about Foster. They all wound up at Foster's home. 
Marsha suggested Kantor go to the White House with her. 
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Ha was there for about 45 ainutas. Ha aat around in 
the vitchen with Mack, Gargen, Vernon, the President, 
and Marsha. They had a disjointed conversation about 
how to handle the situation. Kantor remembers some 
mention of sealing Foster's office; Vernon left with 
Mickey out the front door; Vernon drove Mickey hone. 

d. Jordan - Jordan had been with David Gergen and Vernon 
Jordan at Ben Bradlee's house; they all wound up at the 
Foster house. Jordan went to the White House with 
Gergen. Jordan recalls Mack being there, but has no 
recollection of Marsha or the Dickeys. He also recalls 
Gergen talking on the phone with Gearan. Jordan said 
the office should be sealed; Gergen talked to Gearan 
who said the office was locked. 

e. Helen Dickey - Drove with her mother to the Residence, 
would up on the second floor in the kitchen with Marsha 
and the President. Just the four of them were there; 
the others had already left. They played music and sat 
around talking. Robin and Marsha left at around 3:30 
or 3:45. Helen sat up with the President until around 
5:30 and then went to bed. 

f. Robin Dickey — Recalls going back to the Residence 
with Helen. Remembers sitting at the table with WJC, 
Helen, and Marsha Scott, talking about Vince. Robin 
was drinking Absolut on ice. (She was the only one 
drinking vodka.) She may have seen David Gergen and/or 
Vernon Jordan, but isn't sure. At around 3:15 or 3:30, 
Helen and the President walked her and Marsha to the 
elevator and they left. Robin then drove home. 

6. July 21st 

a. arrival at office 

i. Nussbaua — When he arrived at the Counsel's 
Office, Betsy Pond was already there. She had 
been straightening things up in Foster's office, 
anticipating there would be visitors. 

ii. Pond — arrived at the office around 7 a.m. (usual 
arrival time was 9-9:30 a.m.). The door to the 
outer office was secured. Pond opened it and 
entered Foster's office to flip the security 
access switch. She returned to her desk and 
phoned the guard. 

(1) Pond then entered Foster's office and notices 
papers strewn on the coffee table. She 
straightened the papers and turned them face 
down on the coffee table. She was in the 
office for about two minutes 
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(2) Whan aha left Foster's office, she closed the 
door and called Nussbaun for Instructions. 

He told her not to let anyone go into 
Foster's office. 

(3) Neuvirth arrived next at about 7:30 a.e. He 
stood in the doorway to Foster's office but 
did not go in. He went into Nussbaun 's 
office. Tripp came in around 8 a.m., 
followed by Gorham and Castleton. Tripp was 
wearing jeans, and said she had been up all 
night. Pond told her that no one was to 
enter Foster's office. Mills, Nolan and 
Sloan arrived and joined Neuwirth in 
Nussbaum's office. 

(4) Nussbaum arrived at about 8:30 or 9 a.m. and 
entered his office and closed the door. 

iii. Neuwirth — Pond was in VF office when Neuwirth 
arrived. He told her she should leave VF office 
as it was. Neuwirth went into Nussbaum's office to 
wait for him to arrive. 

iv. Castleton — Arrived in office around 8 a.m. The 
door to VF office was closed. Gorham, Tripp, 
Nussbaum and Pond were there. Castleton does not 
remember Neuwirth being there. 

v. Kennedy — Kennedy arrived at the White House in 
time for the Counsel's Office staff meeting, but 
there was no meeting. 

vi. Sloan — Came to the meeting at 9 a.m. Melanne 
was in talking to Bernie; Steve was also there. 
They filed in to the office and Bernie said there 
were a few issues that needed to be discussed. 

vii . Gorham - arrived at the office between 8:30 and 
9:00. Neuwirth and Pond were in the office; 

Steven was standing just inside Foster's office; 
Pond was at her desk. Gorham stepped inside the 
office to look and see if anything was different. 
Neuwirth told Pond and Gorham not to go inside. 

People later arrived for the staff meeting, but 
Nussbaum said it was cancelled. Livingstone 
showed up at the Counsel's Office around the time 
of the 9 a.m. meeting. He was dressed casually 
and seemed emotionally upset. 

Livingstone — Craig got up at 5 a.m. He sat 
in his car outside Foster's house between 6 
and 7. He called the press office from his 
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mobile phone and reported that all vaa quiet. 
He left the house and parked and arrived at 
the office between 7:15 and 7:20. Craig was 
asked by the Press Office to do a memo 
showing the timeline. He dictated something, 
which was typed by an intern. 

b. securing Foster's office 


i. Hussbaum — At the Counsel's Office staff meeting, 
Sloan and Neuwirth raised whether Foster's office 
should be sealed. Nussbaum thought this was 
somewhat extreme as it was not a crime scene but 
did not see the harm and instructed that the 
secret service be called to secure the office. 

ii. Heuwirth — Counsel's Office staff had gathered in 
Bernie's office. It wasn't really a staff 
meeting. At some point there was a discussion 
among Bernie, Sloan and Bill Kennedy that lead to 
the conclusion that they should ask the Seret 
Service to seal VF office. No one said it was a 
bad idea or shouldn't be done. 

(1) Neuwirth called Watkins and asked who he 
should contact to put a lock on the door. 
Watkins gave him two names from the WH Secret 
Service detail — Don Flynn was one of . Not 
uniformed. He made the call and in response 
to the call there was an agent posted at the 
door. Later that day, a lock was placed on 
the door. 

(2) Neuwirth has some recollection that prior to 
securing the office, Bernie may have stepped 
inside the office to talk to someone or use 
the phone. 

iii. Sloan — One issue Bernie raised was whether 
Foster's office should be sealed. Neuwirth and 
Sloan said yes; the others thought that was an 
overreaction. Cheryl said she thought that Foster 
was left-handed, and that the gun had been found 
in his right hand. A call was made to the Secret 
Service to post a guard outside the office; a 
guard eventually came but it seemed to take 
awhile. 

The Park Police were downstairs and wanted to go 
into Foster's office. Bernie was not sure about 
how Interior and DOJ were going to coordinate. 

iv. Pond — at some point Pond was instructed to 
secure Foster's office. She didn't know how to 


DF 781067 



671 


■sake it happen. She and Tripp >ade phone calls to 
the military office and the Secret Service and a 
guard came over around 10 a.m. Later — after the 
staff meeting in the OEOB — Pond began calling 
locksmiths to see about getting a lock on the door 
to Foster's office. 

(1) Nussbaum left the office around 9:20 p.m.; 
Pond left at about 9:30 p.m. while the 
locksmiths were still installing the lock. 

(2) There were two keys to the office that the 
locksmith left with the guard downstairs. 
Nussbaum kept one copy of the key and gave 
the other copy to Gorham the next morning/ 

v. Castleton — Recalls that the office was sealed on 
7/21 between 10:30 and 11 a.m. A lock was 
installed and the office was locked. 

vi. Gorham — Heard some discussion about having 
someone come and stand outside the door to 
Foster's office. She recalled several different 
officers standing outside the door. She also 
remembers seeing workers installing a lock on the 
door, but does not recall being present when the 
work was completed. There were two keys to 
Foster's office — Nussbaum had one and Gorham had 
the other. She believes she received her key from 
Neuwirth, sometime before the funeral. 


meeting with Park Police in Watkins' office 


i. Nussbaum — About 10 a.m., Nussbaum attended 

meeting in Watkins' office with Stephanopoulos, 
Kennedy, and probably Livingstone and the Park 
Police at which the Park Police reported on the 
circumstances of finding Foster and confirmed 
their view that his death was a suicide. 


(1) When additional Park Police show up (about 
noon) asking to speak to various people, 
Nussbaum realizes there will be multiple 
inquiries. After consulting with Mack and 
Burton, Nussbaum calls Heymann to determine 
whether there is a way for DOJ to coordinate. 


ii . 


Neuwirth — There was a meeting in Watkin's office 
sometime during the morning, maybe around 9 a.m., 
with Bernie, Bill Kennedy who had been asked to 
identify VF body. The Park Police may have given 
some description of the circumstances of finding 
VF. 
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iii. Kennedy — Kennedy learned from Nussbaum that 
there would be a briefing by the Park Police. The 
briefing was held in Watkins's office. Nussbaum, 
Hubbell, Watkins, Roy Neel, and two Park Police 
officers were there. The briefing lasted 30 to 40 
minutes. The Park Police reported that they had 
received a telephone report regarding a body and 
had found Foster's body, his car, and his White 
House pass. They described the position of hte 
body, the gun and the powder burns. 

When the Park Police briefing was breaking up, 
Nussbaum was chatting to Webb Hubbell. As he 
walked over to them, Kennedy heard Hubbell say to 
Nussbaum, you need to stay out of this and let DOJ 
handle it. 

iv. Watkins — arrived at the office at 8:00 or 8:30. 
The first meeting Watkins attended on Wednesday 
was the 10:00 a.m. briefing by the two Park Police 
officers in his office. During the meeting, 
someone (perhaps one of the Park Police officers) 
raised the issue of securing the office and 
Nussbaum said it had already been taken care of. 

President's visit to Counsel's Office 


i. Nussbaum — at some point during the morning, WJC 
came to the Counsel ;s Office with McLarty. They 
came into Nussbaum' s office and shared stories 
about Foster. 

ii. Neuwirth — the Counsel's Office staff had 
gathered in Bernie's office. The President showed 
up with Mack. Bernie went into VF office to 
retrieve a photograph to give to the President. 

iii. Pond — WJC came to the Counsel's Office with a 
photographer. Pond does not remember McLarty 
being with him. WJC asked for coffee and said he 
had been up most of the night. Nussbaum brought 
WJC into his office. Nussbaum later stepped out 
and was admitted to Foster's office by the guard 
to retrieve the kindergarten picture. 

iv. Gorham - The President came to the Counsel's 
Office at around 10:30. He talked to Gorham and 
the others in the outer office. 


Noon meeting in OEOB 


Pond — At noon there was a staff meeting 
regarding Vince. The President, McLarty, and 
Nussbaum spoke. Pond then returned to the 
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Counsel's Office. At some point, she began 
calling a locksmith or the Office of 
Administration regarding a lock. 

f. afternoon meeting in Nussbaum office with Park Police 

i. Nussbaum — about 5 p.m. representatives of the 
Park Police and Margolis and Adams met in 
Nussbaum' s office and requested access to Foster's 
office and interviews. Nussbaum, aware the office 
contained sensitive material (e.g. Freeh file. 
Supreme Court nominee file) , suggested that the 
review of Foster's office wait until- the following 
day. He understood they were interested in 
looking through Foster's office ofr a suicide note 
or extortion threat. 

(1) Furthermore, he told those assembled, he 
wanted to prepare witnesses for interviews 
and arrange for them to have lawyers from the 
Counsel's Office present. No one expressed 
an objection 

(2) Nussbaum proposed conducting a search of 
Foster's office in the presence of 
investigators. No one objected. 

ii. Neuwirth — met with Margolis and Roger Adams with 
Bernie in Bernie's office. Neuwirth was aware 
that Bernie had been talking to Heymann. These 
conversations about VF office focused on privilege 
and the fact that VF had material in his office 
that fell within the core zone of privilege. The 
conversation was thoughtful and not contentious. 

(1) Margolis proposed that attorneys from DOJ 
could play a role in confirmiong that 
materials in VF office were in fact 
privileged and not related to a suicide note. 
Margolis thought this would be helpful to 
Bernie. Margolis thought that DOJ was not a 
stranger to the privilege, but Bernie did not 
agree . 

(a) Roger Adams had been in the Counsel's 
Office as a detailee before going to 
work with Heymann and Margolis. 

(2) Bernie was concerned about DOJ access to 
privileged materials and invoked the common 
understanding that the privilege exists to 
allow the White House to maintain privacy 
with respect to internal deliberations. 
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Bernie indicated he would have to think 
further about how to solve this problem. 

(3) The understanding coming out of this meeting 
was that the question of how to deal with the 
privilege issue was unresolved and that DOJ 
and the White House would think about it 
further. There was no agreement about how 
they were going to proceed. 

iii. Sloan - At the 4 p.m. meeting, there were some 

general questions asked about Foster. Bernie said 
the office had been sealed at 10 a.m.. Hargolis 
said that was a good idea. 

The investigators were told that the bage of trash 
from Foster's office had been intercepted and 
sotred in Roy Neel's office. Everyone agreed that 
Sloan should get the bag and put it in Foster's 
office. Sylvia Matthews had looked at the bag 
with Gene Sperling. The Park Police made a 
request to interview the secretaries. It was 
clear that they would be coming to the White House 
the next day. Cliff understood that the 
investigators wanted to enter the office to see if 
there were a suicide or extortion note; he 
remembers Margolis mentioning this. 

g. interview preparation 

i. Hussbaum — instructed Neuwirth and Sloan to 
prepare the witness that the Park Police would be 
interviewing in the morning. The preparation was 
for the purpose of calming them down. 

ii. Neuwirth — does not recall this as a prep 
session. He does recall that he, Sloan and Bernie 
met with the people who sat in the outer office, 
either individually or in a group, and asked them 
if they knew of any reason VF would kill himself. 
All said they did not. Gorham mentioned 
conversations with Lisa Foster related to 
financial matters and conversations with Foster 
about spiritual things. They also were told 
informally that the Park Police wanted to 
interview them and that this was nothing to worry 
about. They were simply advised to be truthful. 

iii. Pond — at some point late in the day, Nussbaum 
told Pond and the other secretaries not to leave 
the area as the investigators wanted to interview 
them. They went into Nussbaum's office where 
Nussbaum advised them they were likely to get 
interviewed and that Sloan or Neuwirth likely 
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would bm present . Ha urged them not to worry 
about tha interview; that it was routine and that 
they should tell the truth. 

iv. castleton — Neuvirth and naybe Nussbaum (he 
doesn't remember Sloan was there) net with Pond, 
Tripp, Gorham and Castleton for about 25 minutes 
to help them get comfortable with being 
interviewed by the Park Police the following day. 

v. sorham — Neuwirth and Nussbaun told her she would 
be interviewed. They instructed her to tell the 
truth, and to say exactly what she knew. 

h. Other activities at White House 

i. Thomases — was in Washington on Wednesday and 
went to the White House. She met with the 
President and talked about Foster; they did not 
discuss the documents in Foster's office or a 
suicide note. After meeting with the President, 
Thomases spoke to Maggie Williams and asked 
whether a note had been found. Maggie told her 
that Patsy had been in Foster's office and looked 
or a note. Thomases and Maggie discussed Foster's 
mood and concerns about his state of mind. 

7. July 22 

a. Interviews 

i. Nussbaum — throughout the interviews, no 
investigator expressed an objection to the 
presence of a lawyer. 

ii. Neuwirth — sat in on the interviews of Deb Gorham 
and Tom Castleton and took notes. In one of the 
interviews, the investigator made a call to the 
Park Police and mentioned someone from the 
Counsel's Office was planning to sit in on 
interviews. Sloan and Neuwirth may have sat in on 
the Park Police interview of Bernie. When 
Neuwirth was interviewed, Sloan was present. 

(1) During Gorham's interview, she was asked a 

question to which Neuwirth did not think she 
had given a complete answer based on 
information she had provided to the Counsel's 
Office. He did not say anything to her 
during the interview because he did not want 
to coach her. After the interview, Neuwirth 
told Cliff and Bernie that he thought she had 
omitted something. Neuwirth and Cliff agreed 
that Neuwirth should make arrangements to 
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tell those who interviewed her to get this 
additional information, which occurred 
probably after the office search. 

iii. Sloan — sat in on the interviews of Pond and 
Tripp. The interviews were completed around 
11:00. Sloan saw his function as facilitating the 
interviews. 

iv. Pond — the interviews began around 9:30. Pond's 
took place in Rasco's office. There were four 
people there in addition to Sloan. Sloan said 
nothing other than reminding her that she had told 
him she had seen Foster on 7/20 at the Freeh 
nomination. 

(1) About 15 minutes into the interview, Nussbaum 
entered the room and asked if everything was 
going OK. He did not direct his question to 
anyone in particular. Cliff waved him out, 
indicating everything was fine. 

(2) The interview lasted about 1/2 hour. 

v. castleton — interviewed by the Park Police for 
about 10 minutes on 7/22. Steve Neuwirth was 
present. No recollection of anyone objecting to 
presence of Neuwirth. The interview was relaxed 
in tone; Castleton has little information to 
provide. 

vi. Gorham - said her interview was conducted in 
Maggie Williams' office. Steve Neuwirth was 
present; Gorham was not aware of anyone objecting 
to his presence. She was interviewed by two men. 

b. White House consideration of the proper way to permit 

investigators to review Foster's office 

i. Quinn - On the morning of the search, McLarty 

asked him to sit down with Bernie and familiarize 
himself with the procedure for seraching the 
office. In his view. Mack simply wanted a second 
opinion on how the search would be handled, and he 
trusted Quinn's judgment. Quinn found out from 
Burton and Neuwirth that Bernie was essentially 
planning to give the Park Police free access to 
the office. Quinn felt that as a lawyer you have 
a duty to consider privilege issues. 


Quinn attended a meeting in the Vice President's 
office with Neuwirth, Lindsey, Burton, Nussbaum, 
and perhaps others. Quinn and Nussbaum did most 
of the talking. Quinn said that the White House 
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lawyers should first review the documents and list 
the privileged documents. Quinn first thought 
that Nussbuam was planning to let the Park Police 
in without a pre-review, but then Nussbaum said 
that he would be there and would set’ aside 
privileged documents. Quinn had the impression 
that this position evolved over the course of the 
meeting. At the end of the meeting, there was 
still disagreement about what was to be done, but 
Quinn was more comfortable with Bernie's proposed 
approach . 

ii. Nussbaum — recalls conversations with Bill 
Burton, McLarty and Jack Quinn who wanted to know 
how Nussbaum was handling requests for access to 
Foster's office. They expressed uneasiness with 
permitting non-White House officials to rummage 
through Foster's office. 

iii. Burton - does not recall how he became involved in 
discussions about how the search of the office 
would be conducted. Burton viewed himself as 
representing the Chief of Staff's office. Burton 
does not have a specific recollection of a 
conversation with McLarty. He said McLarty 's 
agenda was simply to get a consensus. Burton's 
own position was that investigators should not be 
allowed to rummage through the office. At the end 
of the meeting, Nussbaum said the search could be 
conducted in a manner that would give 
investigators what they needed while protecting 
privileges. 

iv. Neuwirth — on the morning of 7/22 there was a 
meeting in Mack's office that ended up in the vice 
President's office. Those present were Nussbaum, 

Bill Burton, Neuwirth, Bruce Lindsey and Jack 
Quinn. The topic was what to do about the request 
of investigators to search the office in light of 
privilege issues. The conversation was at the 
level of general principles — i.e. . the duty to 
protect the institution of the presidency. There 
was no discussion of particular documents. 

(1) Burton suggested consulting with Quinn who 
also asked questions about precedential 
effect and observed there had been an 
historial erosion of the privacy of what went 
on in the White House. Everyone recognized 
that the Park Police had a legitimate 
interest in examining the state of VF office. 
Everyone had the impression that the purpose 
of any such search was to look for a suicide 
note or some other writing by VF that would 
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shed light on the suicide. The discussion 
ended not too long before the investigaors , 
Adams and Margolis showed up. There was a 
consensus that it would not be a good idea to 
provide unfettered access to investigators, 
because it might amount to a waiver. 

Neuwirth understood that as a result of this 
meeting, Bernie had made a decision about how 
to handle the search. 

(2) Neuwirth also was aware that at some point, 
Bernie learned that HRC was concerned about 
the issue of investigators going into VF 
office. He said he had been talking to Susan 
Thomases and gave Neuwirth the impression 
that Susan had said that HRC was concerned 
about giving people free rein in the office, 
but he does not have any first hand knowledge 
that this was the case. 

v. Mills - Did not think that law enforcement 
officials should be present during the search of 
the office. Jack Quinn had a similar view. 

Williams wanted to make sure proper deference was 
paid to the documents and was concerned about 
letting investigators simply go through them. 
Bussbaum was initially in favor of open access. 
Mills was unaware of any communications with HRC 
regarding the documents. 

vi. Thomases — recalls two conversations with 
Nussbaum about the review of documents in Foster's 
office, one before the review and one after. 
Thomases does not recall what led up to the 
conversation before the office search; she talked 
to Nussbaum all the time. She believes that 
Nussbaum called her. She had the impression that 
Nussbaum was not simply going to let the Park 
Police look at the documents, but she does not 
remember what his concerns were. She believes 
that Nussbaum was bouncing ideas off her, which is 
typical of their relationship. Thomases does not 
recall ever speaking with HRC about the office 
search. 

In the conversation after the search, Nussbaum 
told her that it had gone well. He told her that 
some of the officials involved had grumbled, but 
had not really objected. 

c. Review of Foster Office 

i. Nussbaum — before beginning search, Nussbaum 

explained the ground rules to Margolis: Nussbaum 
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would review the documents and describe what he 
was looking at. This approach was necessary 
because Foster had sensitive material in his 
office. If anyone wanted to review anything, they 
would ask . 

(1) Nussbaum did not represented the 
investigators would be seeing all of Foster's 
files. There was no deliberate decision not 
to review Foster documents in the outer 
office. No one thought about it. 

(2) Nussbaum sat behind Foster's desk and would 
pick up documents or a file and describe it 
generally and then put it back. 

(a) He made a pile of material that appeared 
to be recent or ongoing matters. 

(b) He also found personal papers of 
Foster's (lease, checkbook, etc.), which 
he gave to Mike Spafford, Foster's 
personal attorney who was present. 

Those present did not object. They were 
instructed to contact Spafford if they 
wanted to review any of the material he 
was taking. 

(c) Nussbaum noticed Clinton personal files 
(e.g. tax files) and identified them for 
the invest iagors who expressed no 
interest. 

(3) At some point Sloan noted that an FBI agent 
appeared to be reading documents. Nussbaum 
told Sloan it was OK. 

(4) Nussbaum recalls reaching into briefcase and 
removing the Travel Office file, which he 
kept to work on. 

(5) the search lasted 2-2 1/2 hrs. The 
investigators leave with an understanding 
that they were to get back to the Counsel's 
Office to follow-up on requests to review 
material . 

(6) Nussbaum understands that the office review 
is completed. 

(7) at some time later, Heymann called Nussbaum 
at home and suggested the office should be 
kept intact. Nussbaum disagreed because it 
was a working office and files already had 
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been transferred. This conversation could 
have been 7/22 or 7/25. 

ii. Sloan — Sloan took the investigators to the 

cafeteria in the OEOB. They sat around for a few 
hours . 

Before the office search, Nussbaum explained to 
the group waiting to enter the office that 
Bussbaum would descripe the documents. Sloan 
recalls Margolis being on the phone with Heymann, 
who had a concern about the procedure. Sloan said 
Heymann should talk to Nussbaum, and put Hussbaum 
on the phone. Sloan has a clear impression that 
Nussbaum talked to Heymann and the issue was 
resolved. 

The review of the office began at around 2 p.m. 

Sloan took notes. Bernie put the documents in 
three piles — Foster personal documents, 
documents the investigators were interested in, 
and everything else. The "everything else" pile 
got so high that Bernie simply began to leave 
things in drawers. 

At some point, Scott Salter stood up and Neuwirth 
said, the guy is looking at the documents. 

Bernie reviewed the documents in the briefcase 
toward the end of the review. The travel office 
file is reflected in Cliff's notes. 

At the end of the review, it was agreed that 
Spafford would take Foster's personal effects, and 
that if anyone wanted to see them, they would 
speak to Spafford or Hamilton. 

In the presence of the Park Police, Bernie told 
Sloan to get Maggie and go through Clinton's 
personal stuff. This became moot, however, 
because either Bernie or Neuwirth did it. He 
learned of this later when discussing wiht Bernie 
and Steve about whether they needed to retain all 
of the documents from Foster's office. They 
discussed the applicability of the Presidential 
Records Act. 

iii. Neuwirth — Just before the office review began, 
Neuwirth believes that the investigators were 
gathered outside the Counsel Office suite. 

Neuwirth does not know if they went into Bernie 's 
office to discuss ground rules. Neuwirth says the 
event in VF office was not a search, more like a 
review. He described it as an effort to 
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accommodate the Park Police request to find out 

what was in VF office and to minimize the risks to 

privileged status of the material. 

(1) Bernie showed people where he was looking and 
would give a general description ("this is 
White House work") of a document or file. He 
would identify the subject matter, if a 
personal item. The investigators made 
requests to review certain material, and were 
accommmodated within a few days after the 
search. 

(2) At the start of the process, Margolis 
reiterated his position that DOJ should be 
allowed to confirm Bernie 's characterization 
of documents. 

(3) Bernie did what he did. He created a pile of 
Foster personal items (bank statements, 
pictures, newspaper articles) and a pile of 
items that the Park Police indicated they 
wanted to review. 

(4) At the conclusion of the review, with the 
agreement of all those present, Spafford 
removed the personal documents. 

(5) Cliff Sloan was given the job of reviewing 
the items the Park Police said they wanted to 
see for privilege and arranging for them to 
review the items. Ultimately, they were 
allowed to see everything they asked for./ 

(6) Neuwirth left the room a few times during the 
review. He is not sure he was in the room 
when Bernie looked in the briefcase. He 
remembers being aware the briefcase was 
there. 

(7) Neuwirth had the impression that the people 
in the room, including a tall FBI agent, were 
trying to see what Bernie was reviewing. 
Neuwirth whispered to Sloan that the tall FBI 
agent looked like he was trying to see. 

Sloan said something to the agent. Bernie 
tried to calm everyone down. 

(8) Neuwirth has no recollection of a burn bag. 

He is not sure he was in the room when the 
review ended. He recalls a request that they 
review what was on VF computer and that they 
asked for phone logs and calendars. 
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(9) At sobs point that day Bsraie said it would 
be a good idea to do an inventory of VF 
office. Later, Bernie told Neuvirth to taJce 
the weekend off. 

iv. Spafford — received a call on 7/21 fron Jim 

Hamilton saying that Nussbaum had asked Hamilton 
to represent the family of VF and to be present at 
the review of the office. Hamilton asked Spafford 
to attend. 

(1) Spafford arrived at around 9:30 - 10 a.m. on 
7/22 and waited until 1 p.m. [in WW lobby?]. 

He understood they would be reviewed the 
contents of VF office with law enforcement 
people — Hamilton had told him the Park 
Police were involved. 

(2) the Counsel's Office was somber, although 
there was lots going on. Spafford was 
introduced to Bernie. He was later 
introduced to Margolis. He remembers that 
Margolis and Bernie met in Bernie's office. 
Margolis was a smoker so had been waiting 
downstairs. 

(3) Just prior to entry, Bernie invited Spafford 
into his office with Neuwirth and Sloan. 

Bernie gave the impression that he had 
discussions with Margolis about how to 
conduct the search. [Was Margolis present, 
too?] He viewed it as a search for a suicide 
note. Bernie was concerned about conducting 
the search in a manner that protected 
privileged material. 

(4) Spafford understood that Margolis and Bernie 
had agreed to Bernie's suggestion that Bernie 
review the documents and describe their 
contents and work out a way for the law 
enforcement types to review what they were 
interested in. Spafford did not have the 
impression that Margolis was unhappy with 
this arrangements. He does not remember any 
phone calls. 

(5) Bernie also expressed his preference that VF 
personal documents be given to Spafford and 
that Spafford and the investigators make 
their own arrangements for reviewing them. 

(6) Neuwirth said that Bernie had made a cursory 
review of the office on 7/20 but had found 
nothing. After that, the office had been 
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sealed. Spafford had the impression that no 
one else had entered the office. 


(7) They entered VF of ice around 1 p.m. with 
Margolis, someone else from DOJ', one or two 
FBI agents, two Park Police, two secret 
service, Bernie, Neuwirth, Sloan and Bill 
Burton. The latter four were behing the desk 
and the only people of those present who were 
in a position to see the documents. 

(8) The review opened with Bernie explaining to 
Margolis, who was clearly taking the lead for 
the law enforcement types, how the review 
would be done. Margolis agreed that this is 
how they were going to proceed for now. 

(a) law enforcement would ask questions 
about particular documents and Bernie 
would answer them if he could. The 
private documents would be given to 
Spafford, with whom Margolis would work 
later. 

(b) Margolis said there were going to be 
documents they would want to look at. 

He recognized the concerns about 
privileges but said they hd an 
obligation to review the documents. He 
agreed they would work out how to review 
the privileged material later. 

(c) Margolis said they would want to review 
some documents ooner rather than later. 
He understood this review was a first 
cut to (a) look for a suicide note or 
(b) any evidence of threats (Margolis 
gave the example of a letter that 
constituted a threat or was written in 
an angry tone (c) identify any documents 
they would want to review in depth 
later. 

(i) Spafford's notes show that Margolis 
was concerned about critical 
letters, doctors names, anything 
health related, or evidence of 
financial troubles 


<d> 


the tenor was not confrontational. 
Everyone recognized there were difficult 
privilege issues involved and that White 
House staff would be used to conduct 
further review of documents. Spafford 
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had tha Impression that thoaa praaant 
understood this was not a normal way to 
proceed but aay be called for in this 
unusual circumstance. 

(i) Margolis ashed Bernie to have 

someone on Bernie' s staff look in 
the computer and make sure nothing 
is in it. He also asked that 
someone on Bernie's staff listen to 
VF's dictaphone immediately. 

(9) The search proceeded with Bernie dividing 
documents into three piles: 

(a) important documents that required review 
sooner rather than later; 

(b) a miscellaneous "other" pile that was 
all work related. Margolis asked to 
have this pile reviewed by the Counsel's 
office to detemrine if anything had been 
misfiled or related to any of the 
categories of concern that had been 
identified by Margolis. Some entire 
file cabinets were designated as "other" 

(c) VF personal documents 

(10) There was only one point were the search 
became confrontational. One of the Park 
Police of FBI agents stood up and was clearly 
trying to read a document upside down. Sloan 
said "Hey — are you trying to read 
documents?" Nussbaum admonished Sloan that 
were were all trying to be cooperative and to 
settle down. Margolis reiterated Nussbaum's 
remark to Sloan. 

(11) Bernie started with the material on top of 
the desk. As Bernie described the material, 
Margolis would ask questions — e.g. Bernie 
would say "this is a map of metropolitan 
Washington." Margolis would ask "does it 
have any markings on it in the viscinity of 
Fort Marcy. Although Bernie said no, 

Margolis asked that the map be put in a pile 
for further review. 


(a) Bernie identified black notebooks with 
clients. Those went into VF pile but 
with note that Margolis wanted to review 
further. 
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(b) Beraie said ha had the trash retrieved. 
Margolis argued that the material in the 
trash had bean abandoned so no privilege 
claim could attach. Bernie was unsure 
of that and examined the trash himself. 
Margolis was interested in a credit 
union slip. 

(12) Margolis asked if it was VF normal practice 
to carry a briefcase around wherever he went. 
Bernie said no, that he used his briefcase as 
just another place to file things. Bernie 
took the contents out of the briefcase and 
put them on the desk and described them. 
Spafford recalls that the briefcase was 
suffed with folders and losoe papers. 

(a) Margolis never asked any questions about 
the travel office file. 

(13) Spafford took detailed notes of the 
discussions about the search and the search 
itself. No investigator has reviewed the 
notes to date (2/12/95). Neither would 
Spafford share them with us. We asked that 
he review his notes to determine whether 
there was any identification of the travel 
office file or of a Whitewater file. 

(a) With respect to the briefcase, 

Spafford's notes show that Bernie 
described the contents as "White House 
Travel Office Management work" and that 
no one expressed any interest in this 
material. 

(b) Spafford's notes contain nothing about 
Whitewater or Arkansas real estate 
investment other than what was personal 
to VF 

(14) At the end of the search, Margolis gave a 
synopsis of the status of the investigation, 
mentioning VF use of an old gun and observing 
that it is unusual for a suicide to occur 
without a note. 

(a) Spafford believes there was some 

discussion about limiting further access 
to the office, with Margolis requesting 
that nothing be removed without prior 
consulation with Margolis. 
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(b) Spafford had tha impression that thara 
would ba continuing discuaaiona batvaan 
Nussbaus and Margolis and that Nussbaua 
was going to sake avary effort to 
protect the integrity of the contents of 
the office. Nussbaus said, however, 
that he needed access/use of VF's 
current, working files and that he would 
have to balance the need for the use of 
documents involved in ongoing natters 
with the need to protect the integrity 
of the document while there was an 
ongoing investigation. 

(15) Spafford says there was no doscussion about 
whether there were VF files elsewhere, 
outside of VF office. At some later point, 
he was asked about VF files kept at his home. 

(16) Spafford agreed to call Margolis the 
following morning. Margolis waited for 
Spafford downstairs while Spafford boxed the 
VF personal material. They met up under the 
WW basement awning. Margolis told Spafford 
he could get a grand jury subpoena for the 
personal documents but would prefer to 
proceed cooperatively. Spafford said they 
would cooeprate but that he needed to consult 
with Hamilton and review the material. Two 
others were present during this conversation 
— maybe Marklin and the FBI agent. 


(a) Spafford told Margolis that he would 
keep the documents secure. Margolis 
said OK and that he was entrusting the 
documents to Spafford's custody. 

(b) As soon as Spafford returned to his 
office, he made a complete index of the 
documents. They included 


(i) income tax returns 

(ii) frequent flyer material 

(iii) resumes of VF children 

(iv) bank account statements 

(v) material related to VF former law 
firm 

(vi) personnel matters 

(vii) one small file of material 
from the President that 
Spafford returned to Bernie 
because it clearly was not 
personal 
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(viii) documents related to the sale 
of a house in Arkansas and 
rental of a house in 
Georgetown 

(ix) documents related to kids 
jobhunting efforts 

(x) articles critical of VF 

(xi) tape of a lecture to the Arkansas 
Bar 

Vt Gorham — saw a bunch of men (and no women) 

including Nussbaum, a Swidler & Berlin attorney, 
and male officials from various organizations 
enter Foster's office. They went in and closed 
the door. She does not recall whether Nussbaum or 
Williams went into Foster's office again that day. 

vi. Burton — does not recall who asked him to be 

present for the search of the office, but in his 
view he was representing McLarty. Burton stood 
behind Foster's death with Sloan and Neuwirth. He 
left the office two or three times to take phone 
calls . 

Burton said that several times during the search, 
Margolis said he wanted something and the Park 
Police would overrule him, saying that they did 
not need it. Burton said no one expressed 
disappointment with the search. 

Burton said Margolis wanted to take some of 
Foster's personal documents, while Spafford wanted 
to take them back to his office. The Park Police 
again overruled Margolis and agreed that Spafford 
could take the documents home. 

Burton does not recall any discussion of whether 
the office would be kept intact, but he assumed 
the files would be distributed. 


Clinton Personal Documents 


Nussbaum — determined that the Clinton personal 
material (investment files, financial files, tax files) 
in Foster 'soff ice should to to Bob Barnett, the 
Clinton's personal lawyer. 


Nussbaum called Williams and told her the search 

had been completed and that Foster's personal 

lawyer had taken Foster personal material. He 

asked her to come and take Clinton personal 

material he had identified and make arrangements 

to get it to Barnett. li||||IIl|« 
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ii. Williams arrived and he urged her to look around 
the office for any additional material that should 
be provided to the Clinton's personal lawyer. He 
mostly stayed in the office with her while she 
looked around. She was there around "20 minutes. 

iii. Nussbaum recalls Williams returning a file related 
to the residence renovation that had been 
mistakenly included with the Clinton personal 
documents. He believed that Neuwirth or someone 
else had mentioned this to him. 

b. Williams — received a call from Nussbaum about 3:30 or 
4 p.m. He told her he was dispersing the files in 
Foster's office — that he had sent Foster's personal 
files to Lisa Foster and he was giving material related 
to ongoing matters to other lawyers. He asked williams 
to pick up the papers that belonged to WJC and HRC and 
get them to their personal lawyer. 

i. Williams did not sense that Nussbaum' s request was 
urgent, but that he wanted the personal documents 
distributed by the end of the day. She did not 
rush to get to Foster's office, although she 
cannot remember how much time passed between 
Nussbaum's call and her arrival. 

ii. She had the sense that the Park Police search of 
the office was completed, but she cannot remember 
Nussbaum saying so specifically. Nussbaum did 
tell Williams that he had spoken to DOJ; she had 
the impression that DOJ said it had no objection 
to providing the Clinton personal files to the 
Clintons' personal attorney. 

iii. When williams arrived, the office was a mess — it 
was clear that papers were being sorted. Nussbaum 
indicated a pile of documents to Williams and told 
her they were what he had identified as Clinton 
personal files. He asked williams to look around 
to see if she spotted anything he missed. 

iv. williams did not examine the documents in the pile 
already assembled by Nussbaum. 

(1) She did look around for a file related to 
stock left to Chelsea Clinton by Mr. Rodham 
as Foster recently had mentioned to Williams 
that he was working on a question involving 
this transfer. 

(2) williams remembers identifying a file titled 
"income tax", which she picked up and added 
to the pile. 
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(3) Williams remembers asking Nussbaum if a file 
related to residence renovations should be 
included with the personal documents. 
Nussbaum said it was a working file and 
should remain in the Counsel's Office. 

(4) Nussbaum left the office a few times while 
Williams was in it to take telephone calls. 


v. At some point — either before she went to 
Foster's office or after she was already there 
Williams called Bob Barnett to make arrangements 
for picking up the Clinton personal files. 

Barnett told Williams to call him when they were 
ready and he would send someone to pick them up. 

vi . At some point while she was in Foster's office, 
Williams decided that it was getting too late in 
the day to still get the documents over to 
Barnett. She was leaving for Foster's funeral the 
next day and did not want to wait around for 
Barnett's messenger. She called Barnett and spoke 
to either him or Silvia and told him she wasn't 
going to send the documents that day. 

vii . williams called HRC in Arkansas and told her that 
she had their personal records but would be unable 
to get them to Barnett that night. She asked HRC 
what she wanted Williams to do with the documents. 
HRC told Williams to call Carolyn Huber who had a 
key to a closet on the third floor of the 
residence in which the Clintons kept other 
personal records. HRC told Williams to keep the 
documents there until they could be given to 
Barnett. 

viii. Williams called Huber, who was anxious for 
Williams to get there quickly because she 
wanted to catch the Metro before it got dark. 

ix. Williams believe Nussbaum arranged for Castleton 
to help her carry the box of documents — a xerox 
box with a lid on it — to the residence. Huber 
accompanied Williams and Castleton upstairs, 
showed them the location of the closet and left, 
leaving the key with Williams. 

x. williams remembers pushing other boxes in the 
closet aside to make room for the box from 
Foster's office. She locked the closet door and 
she and Castleton left. 

xi. Williams spoke to Bob Barnett the next day on the 
flight to Little Rock. She did not think about 
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the documents again until Tuesday, July 27, when 
Barnett came to see HRC about something else. 
Williams asked him about the files and he made 
arrangements for a messenger. 

xii. When the messenger arrived, she and he went to the 
closet. Williams still had the key and opened the 
door. The box was undisturbed. Without opening 
it, the messenger taped it. He asked Williams to 
sign a receipt of some sort and then left with the 
box . 

c. castleton — assisted Williams in moving l or 2 boxes 
from the First Lady's West Wing offices to the 
residence, maybe one big box with something smaller on 
top although he is not at all sure there were two. 

i. Castleton has no specific recollection of Williams 
asking for help but he understood that she needed 
assistance in moving something. He knew she was 
in the counsel's office at some point but he was 
not paying attention to her presence. He was 
working on the details of putting together a 
flight manifest for the trips to the funeral. He 
just infers she must have made a request for help. 

(1) understood that the box contained personal 
documents of the President and the First Lady 
that had been in VF office. 

(2) understood they were being transferred to the 
residence to the President and First Lady 
could review them. 

(3) does not recall how he gained these 
understandings but believes the person making 
statements to this effect was female and that 
the statements were made in the presence of 
others sitting in the Counsel's office 
anteroom — possibly Linda Tripp or Betsy 
Pond. He does not think Gorham was in the 
room at the time. 

ii. Castleton assisted Williams late in the day on 
7/22 — he thinks it was dark at the time. 

iii. Castleton recalls that the documents were in the 
First Lady's office, near or on a couch. 

Castleton recalls standing in the elevator 

iv. The box was longer than a xerox box by l-l 1/2 
feet; about a half foot deper; wider by a half 
foot. It weighed between 10-20 lbs. 
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v. Castleton also remembers thsy wars bringing gowns 
to the residence. He thinks Maggie carried the 
gowns and recalls that at some point, when Maggie 
needed to free her hands, he had both the box and 
the gowns (although he is not sure).. 

vi. Remembers taking the elvator and walking past the 
press office, outside along the Rose Garden, 
through the Palm Room. They took an elevator up 
to the top floor of the living area of the 
residence. When they got out of the elevator, 
they were in a cramped hallway where they took a 
right. They passt two dorrways, both of which 
were open . They went in the door at the end of 
the hall. 


d. 


(1) Maggie spoke to several people on the way. 

(2) The room was relatively small (about the size 
of the barbershop) and had boxes all over the 
loor that looked like they had not yet been 
completely unpacked. The contents appeared 
to be Arkansas memorabilia and campaign 
mementos . 

(3) The closet had a door. Castleton had to move 
boxes aside in the closet to make room for 
the one he had brought. The other boxes 
contained things like sutffed animals, 
pictures in frames, a baseball bat. 

(4) does not remember going to the East Wing. 
Castleton was with Maggie the entire time. 

(5) did not notice whether Maggie locked the 
closet door. He remembers waiting for her to 
do something and while waiting looked in at a 
nearby room that looked like a study. 

(6) After going back down on the elvator, 
Castleton returned to the office. Maggie did 
not go all the way back to the office. 


Huber - Williams called Huber on the 21st or 22nd. 
Williams said HRC asked her to call Huber so that Huber 
could show her were to store a box in the Residence. 

She described the documents as "a box of documents from 
Vince." Huber met Williams and "a young man" on the 
third floor of the residence, and took them to third 
floor office where Huber works on the Clintons' 
personal albums, correspondence, etc. The box was 
placed in a small closet in the office where Huber 
keeps several boxes of tax records. Sometime 
subsequently, she noticed that the box was gone. 
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According to Huber, the President and Pirst Lady do not 
go to that office to review records. 

e. Heuvirtb — After the investigators left, Sloan and 
Bernie worked in VF office categorizing documents. 
Neuwirth say have seen Maggie in the office but is not 
sure. He later became aware that the Clinton personal 
documents had been removed. On the flight back home 
from the funeral, Bob Barnett introduced himself ot 
Neuwirth and in that conversation he indicated he would 
be receiving certain material from VF office in his 
capacity as the Clintons' outside attorney and 
mentioned having talked to Maggie about this. He also 
said he understood that Neuwirth was going to be 
picking up some of Foster's work. Neuwirth had the 
impression he was getting the documents that weekend. 

f. Gorham - Around Tuesday or Wednesday of the week after 
Foster died, Gorham was called in to Foster's office. 
Nussbaum was sitting on the sofa eating lunch. 

Williams was there with a box. They asked Gorham what 
was in Cabinet II. She started to read from the file 
list, and they said they would read it themselves. 
Gorham recalls seeing williams leave with Tom Castleton 
carrying a box for her. Gorham recalls asking Tom to 
carry the box, but she does not recall whether Nussbaum 
asked her to or she took the initiative to ask Tom to 
help Maggie with the box. 

9. Friday the 23rd 

a. Gorham - Everyone left for Andrews AFB at 7:00 or 7:30 
a.m. in vans from the White House. Gorham saw Pond and 
Tripp in the office before they left; Gorham left her 
bag and sneakers in the office. Gorham flew on Air 
Force I with the President, along with six or eight 
other people from the Counsel's office. Tom Castleton 
and Maureen McDonald stayed at the Counsel's Office on 
Friday. Gorham returned to the office to pick up her 
things at around midnight; no one else was there. 

10. The Note 


a . 


Finding the Note 

i. Nussbaum — On Monday, 7/26, Nussbaum told 

Neuwirth to make an inventory of the documents in 
Foster's office so he could distribute the working 
files. He instructed Neuwirth the collect any 
remaining Foster persoal files and provide them to 
Spafford. 


(1) Nussbaum was called to come back to his 

office where he found Neuwirth sitting at the 
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conference table putting scaps of paper 
together. He read the note and knew that if 
he had found it on Foster 'a desk, he would 
have turned it over to the investigators. He 
had no doubt the note needed to.be provided 
to the investigators. 

ii. Neuwirth — started to do the inventory after the 
morning staff meeting. The purpose of the 
inventory was to let Nussbaum know what working 
files were in Foster's office so that he could 
distribute them appropriately. The door to 
Foster's office was locked over the weekend, and 
had to be opened for him. Neuwirth took a lunch 
break and finished the inventory later in the 
afternoon. He did not get any help, except that 
Deborah Gorham showed him where Vince kept various 
things and provided access to Vince's computer 
files. There was nothing of interest on the 
computer . 

Nussbaum had instructed Neuwirth to collect any 
remaining Foster personal files and provide them 
to Spafford. Neuwirth found some large black-and- 
white personal photographs and put them in a box 
so they would not get damaged. Neuwirth then saw 
a leather bag which he thought belonged to Foster. 

He picked it up and carried it over to the box. 

He was concerned that he would damage the pictures 
if he put in on top of them; he therefore turned 
it to fit on the side of the box. As he did, some 
scraps of yellow paper fell out. He rubbed his 
hand along the bottom of the briefcase and found 
more pieces. 

Neuwirth asked someone in the outer office to page 
Nussbaum. He started to piece the paper together 
on a table in Nussbaum 's office. He recognized 
the handwriting as Foster's. As Neuwirth was 
finishing piecing the paper together, Nussbaum 
came in. 

iii. Gorham — On Monday or Tuesday, Neuwirth went into 
Foster's office to do an inventory. Neuwirth 
called her in to the office and asked her some 
questions. He was seated at Foster's desk going 
through the drawer. 

While she was in the office helping Steve, Gorham 
had to move Foster's briefcase a couple of times 
because it was in the way. She believes she saw 
something yellow at the bottom of the briefcase. 

She also saw a manilla folder. 
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Sometime later, aha bacaaa aware of soaa 

commotion. Bill Burton, the First Lady, and 
Maggie Killians cane in at various tines. 

Still later, Nussbaum asked her to put a white 
envelope in the safe in his office and not to list 
it on her inventory or look at it. 

b. Disclosure of the Note 

i. Meuvirth — After Neuwirth shoved Nussbaun the 

note, Nussbaun went to get McLarty. He returned 
with Bill Burton (Mack was traveling with the 
President in Chicago) , and they all called McLarty 
in Chicago. Nussbaun advised Mack that the note 
had been found, and they discussed the fact that 
the note did not talk about suicide. Mack said he 
would call right back. Bernie went next door and 
returned with HRC. He told her the note had been 
found, and they had some minimal discussion. Mack 
called back when HRC was still in the room. At 
the beginning of the call, HRC said it was 
important for the people in the room to decide how 
to handle the matter, and left. 

David Gergen was on the call with Mack. They 
decided that Lisa Foster should see the note 
before they did anything with it. They also 
decided that the President should be told, but 
there was no point in the immediate future when 
the President could be told, since he was giving a 
speech and then traveling home with the 
congressional delegation. They decided they would 
wait until the next day to tell the President. 

Burton thought there was a legitimate question 
whether the note really related to the suicide, 
and raised a question regarding the nature of the 
obligation to make the note available to 
investigators. Burton and Nussbaum thought it 
would be useful to do some quick research on the 
issue. There was never a question about making 
the note available; they were just anticipating 
questions the next day. Steve researched (a) 
guidance whether this was really a suicide note; 
and (b) whether not providing the note would 
constitute obstruction of justice. 

Steve spoke to Bernie at 9 a.m. the next morning, 
and told him he was not aware of any rationale for 
withholding the note. 


ii. Nussbaum — thought it important the WJC and HRC 
become aware of the note before it was turned 
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ovar. Ha want to saa McLarty, who ha laarnad was 

traveling with WJC in Chicago. Nussbaun told Bill 

Burton about the note. 

(1) he found HRC who cane to his office and 
looked at the note and told Nussbaua to do 
what he thought needed to be done. She was 
emotional. 

(2) Nussbaun, Burton and Neuwirth called McLarty. 
Gergen was with Mack in Chicago. McLarty 
said notification of WJC would have to wait. 

(3) Nussbaum called Hamilton who advised that 
Lisa Foster would arrive the following 
afternoon at 3 p.m. Hamilton and Nussbaun 
agreed that the note should not be turned 
over until after Lisa Foster had been 
consulted. 

(4) The following afternoon, Nussbaum showed Lisa 
Foster the note. Hamilton expressed concerns 
about the privacy of the family. 

(5) About 5-6 p.m., Nussbaun asked Reno to come 
to the White House. Before she arrived, 
[someone] informed WJC about the note. He 
was already aware of it and did not want to 
see it . 

(6) Reno arrived with Heymann around 6-7 p.n. 
McLarty and Nussbaum were present. Reno said 
the note should be given to the Park Police. 
Nussbaum recalls that Heymann called the Park 
Police. Somone arrived about 1/2 hour later. 


iii. Burton — Burton was in his office when Nussbaum 
came in and said they had found a note. Burton 
accompanied Nussbaum back to his office and they 
called McLarty in Chicago. Gergen was with him. 
The First Lady came in briefly and told them to 
handle the matter. After some discussion, 

Nussbaum said they would research the privilege 
questions and decide in the morning what to do. 

The next day, the decision was made to turn over 
the note, and the Attorney General came to the 
White House with Phil Heymann. Reno said that the 
note should have been turned over earlier. Burton 
said that there were serious privilege questions 
and she was being unreasonable. After the meeting 
with Reno and Heymann, Burton went with McLarty to 
the Residence to see the President; HRC was 
present. McLarty praised Burton in their presence 
for being aggressive in defending privileges. 
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c. McLarty — was traveling with the President in Chicago. 
He returned to the hotel and was Baking phone calls at 
about 4 or 5 p.m. when Burton called with Nussbaua, who 
told him that Neuwirth had found a note in a briefcase. 
They discussed the need to notify the President and 
provide a copy of the note to the authorities. 

Nussbaum raised the issue of notification of the family 
and Mrs. Clinton and the potential applicability of 
executive and attorney-client privilege. They also 
talked about notifying the President. 

McLarty consulted Gergen and called Nussbaum back. 
McLarty said that should review the issue first thing 
in the morning, which would give Nussbaum time to 
review the legal issues. 

The following day, McLarty met with Nussbaum and Jim 
Hamilton, who agreed the note should be provided to the 
authorities. They tried to call Lisa Foster, but she 
was already on a plane returning to D.C. Mrs. Foster 
came to the White House and they met in Nussbuam's 
office. They told her they had to tell the authorities 
about the note. Nussbaum thought DOJ was the proper 
authority to notify. 

McLarty and Nussbaum went to the Oval Office to tell 
the President about the note. The President directed 
them to do whatever they had to do to handle the note 
properly. They had already scheduled a meeting with 
Reno on another subject, so they decided to give her 
the note then. 

Reno, Heymann, Nussbaum, McLarty, and possibly Gergen 
met later that day. They showed Reno the note. 

Nussbaum wanted to give the note to Reno, but she 
instructed them to give it to the Park Police. Reno 
asked why it had not been turned over already, and they 
discussed the notification concerns. 

Nussbaum called the Park Police and two officers came 
in about 30 minutes later. Nussbaum gave them the note 
and told them how it had been found. 

d. Kennedy — Nussbaum called Kennedy and asked him to 

come to his office and told him that the note had been 
found. Nussbaum told him that the note had been found 
by Neuwirth in a briefcase; Nussbaum had previously 
examined the briefcase but had overlooked the note. The 
note had already been shown to the Foster family and 
turned over to the Park Police. Nussbaum and Kennedy 
discussed the note and agreed that the comment that 
"the FBI lied" would probably lead to an investigation. 
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e. Gorham — A day or two aftar tha nota was found, Barnia 
called Gorham into his office and told her that they 
had found a note in Foster's briefcase. He ashed her 
when the last time was that she saw the briefcase. She 
told him she had seen the briefcase when she moved it 
during Steve's inventory of the office. Upon 
Nussbaum's persistent questioning, she told him she had 
seen a flash of yellow and a dark tan or gold-colored 
folder or envelope in the briefcase. 

f. Lindsey — [Jane's nots are garbled; need to review 
with her.] was involved with a meeting in Mack's office 
in the early afternoon, at which they discussed what to 
do with the note. The meeting lasted a hour or so. 
Mack, Gergen, Gearan, Bernie, and Jim Hamilton were 
there; Dee Dee and George were also there for a while. 
The discussion was free-flowing. They discussed 
producing the note to DOJ after redacting privileged 
material. They also discussed the need to protect 
Foster's reputation. Bruce did not remember the final 
decision, but that the drift was that it would be 
turned over to DOJ and that redactions would be 
politically unwise. 

Lisa Foster arrived from Little Rock at 6:00 and the 
decision was made to get Janet and Phil over to the 
White House. Bruce was not there when Janet and Phil 
reviewed the note, but came in later and said he had 
concerns about making the note public. The human 
aspect of the situation was foremost in Janet's mind. 

At around 9 p.m. , they turned the note over to the Park 
Police officer on duty. 

g. Sloan — On Tuesday night, Bernie told Sloan about the 
note, which had already been turned over. Sloan worked 
on Q's and A's regarding the note. 

11. Post-Note Activities 

a. Nussbaum — Tom Collier callsed at some point, 
concerned that the late discovery of the note made the 
Park Police look bad. However, after the note was 
found, the investigators did not ask to review any 
additional documents. 

b. Heuwirth — 

i. After Vince died, the renovations matter and 
Vince's file on the matter was turned over to 
Steve. Steve received the file from either Maggie 
or Bernie. Bernie said that the First Lady or 
Maggie wanted Steve to pick up the work. Steve 
never disturbed the integrity of this file and 
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never got anything else that came from Foster's 
office. 

ii. Vince, Maggie, and Steve had a very close 

relationship. Steve had bee one involved in 
litigation regarding the Health Care Task Force, 
and had become an all purpose point of contact in 
the Counsel's Office for the First Lady's office. 


iii. Steve and Roy Neel were interviewed by the Public 
Integrity Section at the Department of Justice. 
Steve showed documents from the Renovations file 
to investigators. 


c. Spafford — On 7/27, Spafford received a file and two 
boxes of papers and books with a cover letter from 
Bernie. One book had 3 entries of VF musings, the most 
recent entry being about 6 months before VF death. 

This book had not been noticed during the 7/22 meeting. 

i. Park Police reviewed this material and the 
material Spafford had taken on 7/22. 

(1) Park Police looked at everything. They were 
asked not to look at some documents that were 
clearly personal but they wanted to so the 
lawyers let them, asking for confidentiality. 

ii. Spafford did not create an inventory of the 
material received on (or near) 7/27 — it was 
mostly books and pictures 

d. Gorham - Nussbaum asked Gorham to pack up the personal 
effects remaining in Foster's office. She packed up 
two boxes with items such as pewter candlesticks, tic 
tacs, photos, and a law dictionary. She and Tom 
Castleton took them over to Jim Hamilton's office in a 
carpet car. 

e. Sloan — Before the note was publicly released, Heymann 
said that OPR would look into the comment that "the FBI 
lied," and that Public Integrity would investigate the 
other comments in the note. Neuwirth and Neel were 
assigned to deal with the ushers matter, while Sloan 
and Bernie would handle the rest. 
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July 15, 1995 


MEMORANDUM TO THE FILE 
FROM: Sherburne 

Subject: Senate Deposition of Cra la Livingstone 


Randy Turk briefly reported on the highlights of 
Livingstone's 7/10 deposition, taken by Kip Johnson. Johnson 
asked if Livingstone had a briefcase (yes) . Did you have it that 
day (don't recall — but I don't believe I had it). Why don't 
you think you had it (because I hardly ever took it to work) . 

What tine did you arrive at the White House on 7/21 (entry 
logs show I arrived at 8:14 a. a.). Did you go to the Counsel's 
office that morning (at some point I was in the reception area — 
maybe once or twice; I may have looked in Foster's office without 
entering). Did you speak to Nussbaum that morning (may have had 
conversation with him or someone else from the Counsel's office 
about posting a guard outside Foster's office). 

Do you know UD agent named Abbott (yes) . Have you ever made 
a complaint against him (no; I have no idea why he would say what 
he is saying about me) . Ben-Veniste later established that 
Livingstone had filed complaints against other agents who may be 
friendly with Abbott. 

Do you remember talking to Markland (yes) . What was 
conversation (all he did was ask if I had been in Foster's office 
and I said no). N.B. Turk says that Markland's notes say "Craig 
Livingstone not in Vince Foster's office today." 
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LIVINGSTONE DEPOSITION 


The Night of July 20th 

o Livingstone was notified about the suicide directly by 
the Secret Service at about 9 p.m. 

o Livingstone met Bill Kennedy at the hospital where 
Foster's body was taken. He and Kennedy viewed the 
body and then notified people at the White House that 
it was definitely Foster. 

o Livingstone drove with Kennedy to Foster's house from 
the hospital. Although they had arrived at the 
hospital separately, they left the hospital together in 
one car. They stopped and picked up Kennedy's wife on 
the way. 

o Livingstone stayed outside the Foster house for most of 
the time he was there because he did not know the 
family and felt he did not belong there. 

The Morning of July 21st 

o Livingstone got up early and sat in his car outside the 
.Foster house between .6 and 7 a.m. He did this because 
he thought reporters might come by and disturb the 
family. 

o He arrived at the office around 7:15. 

o Livingstone was asked by the Press office to provide a 
chronology of the events of the previous night. He did 
this. (Z000490-1) 

Removal of Documents from Foster's Office 

o As head of the Office of Personnel Security, it was 
part of Livingstone's job occasionally to bring 
documents relating to personnel clearances to and from 
the Counsel's Office. Therefore, he cannot deny that 
there were occasions when he did take documents from 
the second floor of the West Wing. 

o Livingstone does not remember moving any documents on 
the morning of the 21st and says he did not move any 
documents originating in Foster's office after Foster's 
death. 
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Draft — July 9, 1*95 


PRIVILEGED MID CONFIDENTIAL 
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 


Memorandum To: Jane Sherburne 

Fnst-.gr Travel Office File: Custody 
and Disclosure Issues 


A. Custody Issues 

During the July 22, 1993 search of Vincent "Foster's 
office, Bernie Nussbaum took the Travel Office file from Foster's 
briefcase. Nussbaum says he took the file because it concerned 
an active matter for which he would be responsible. As Cliff 
Sloane's notes reveal, Nussbaum generally descril^the^cont ej*s /— V 
of the file during the searchTJ 

At some point, Nussbaum put the Travel Office file in 
his office, in drawers either behind or alongside his desk. Upon 
leaving the Counsel's office in late March or early April 1994, 

Nussbaum placed the file in the Counsel's Office in the 
secretarial area. Conversation with Larry Pedowitz, July 11, 

1995; see Eggleston Memorandum, dated July 10, 1994 ("Eggleston 
Memo"), at 2. 


Nussbaum told Eggleston of the file's existence 
sometime after he left the Counsel's Office. Approximately how 
long after is unclear, although based on statements contained in 
the Eggleston Memo, it must have occurred after May 2, 1994, when 
the GAO issued its report. Id. at 8 (recounting conversation 
with GAO after the issuance of report, and stating he was unaware 
of Foster file at time of conversation). 


Pedowitz says that sometime after Nussbaum .left, Joel • 
Klein either sent Nussbaum a request that appeared to call for 
the file or called to ask about the Foster Travel Office file. 
(Pedowitz says it might have been Fisks request) . -Nussbaum told 
Klein about Foster file and Klein ‘aek^d 1 X. anyone else in the * 
Counsel's office had known of Its .kfX^fltende . , Nussbaum said ^that 
he had told Eggleston about the-fift^'Pedowit* recall* a # 

fconversation (in which he participated) with Jane Sherburne/. 
Lloyd Cutler, Nussbaum and Klein about the file. ‘ ,r - : t X 

Pedowitz says that Nussbaum has no present recollection- 
of what prompted him to tell Eggleston about the ifile. . 

v 
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emphasized, however, that Nussbaum has no information indicating 
that Eggleston knew of the file prior to that time. 

On an unspecified date, Eggleston reviewed the Travel 
Office file for compliance with Independent Counsel Fieke's 
subpoena, as modified by a Hay 11, 1994 letter agreement between 
Deputy White House Counsel Joel Klein and Fiske's assistant, Hark 
Stein (the "May 11 Agreement"). Id. at 2. Eggleston reviewed 
the file in the secretarial area of the Counsel's Office, and 
returned it to its previous location upon completing his review. 
IS L. 


Open Issues ; 

1. Does Bernie put the file in his office immediately 
after taking it during the 7/22 search? Is it 
shown to anyone else at that time? Does he tell 
anyone of its existence? When is the file placed 
in the secretarial area of the Counsel's office? 
Why is the file removed from Nussbaum office, and 
who removes it? 

2. The GAO investigation was commissioned pursuant to 
a Supplemental Amendment to P.L. 103-50, signed by 
President Clinton on July 2, 1993.’ By letter 
dated August 17, 1993, the GAO made several 
document requests, four or five of which arguably 
called for the Travel Office file. 

(a) Sloane, who assisted in the 7/22 search of 
the office, arguably should have been aware 
of the file. (Pedowitz made a similar 
comment without prompting) Did Sloane review 
the file for responsiveness to the 8/17 GAO 
request? (Sloane claims that he was only 
involved in setting up interviews; claims hs 
did not deal with document review (note that 
8/17 document request is addressed to him). 

If so, what was his determination? If not, 
why? Did Sloane discuss the file with 
Nussbaum or anyone else in connection with 


In relevant part, the amendment provides: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the 
Comptroller General of the United States shall 
conduct a review of the action taken with respect 
to the White House travel office and shall submit 
findings from such review to the Congress by no 
later than September 30, 1993. 

2 
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the GAO request? If so, when and what was 
the substance of conversation? 


<b> 


Did Nussbaum bring the file to anyone s 
attention in the wake of the GAO's 8/17 
request? If so, whom? If not, why, since 
the file contained information relevant to 
the inquiry? Did Nussbaum personally review 
the file for responsiveness? (Did not 
recall, but Pedowiti says his memory might be 
refreshed if he could review the requests.) 

If so, when and what was his determination? 


When does Eggleston learn of the file? What was 
the substance of his conversations with Nussbaum, 
and what triggered those conversations? When did 
Eggleston review the file for responsiveness to 
the Fiske subpoena (as modified by later letter 
agreement) ? 


B. 


nisnlosure of Foster File in Travel Office Related 


Apart from the White House's internal review 2 and the 
current House investigation, five other inquiries have focused 
squarely on events surrounding the Hay 19, 1993 dismissal of 
seven Travel Office employees. These are as follows: (1) the 

FBI 6 internal review; (2) the FBI/Office of Public Integrity 
criminal investigation; (3) the IRS internal review and 
Treasury's subsequent inquiry regarding IRS contacts, (4) the 
GAO investigation; and (5) the OPR investigation. 

All of these investigations began during Nussbaum's 
tenure as White House Counsel. Nussbaum says that,. as White 
House Counsel, he stayed on top of all Travel Of f ice related 
investigations. Although presently he does not recall any 
document requests, Nussbaum does not believe Fos *“ “ *” vel 
Office file was called for in any of these investigations. 


2 


3 


The White House's Internal Management Review was 
released on July 2, 1993. 


Phe GAO report also refers to an inquiry by Treasury's 
)IG requested by Congressman Frank Wolf. Treasury 
released responses to Wolf's questions on April 1, 

L994, which concluded that no IRS official took any 
Inappropriate action and there was no evidence that the 
■mite House had contacted the agency about the matter. 
l^tM^xtcf irXuu a l * 
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Travel Office Issues have also been examined by 
Independent Counsels Flske and Starr In their respective 
inquiries into Vincent Foster's death and the subsequent handling 
of his files by White House personnel. 

A brief summary of the investigations, relevant 
document requests and the White House's responses thereto 
follows. 


1. FBI Internal Review . The FBI's internal review 
examined the contacts between FBI personnel and 
the White House regarding the Travel Office. The 
FBI's report dated May 28, 1993 — a little over a 
week after the dismissals — concluded that FBI 
personnel acted properly in response to the White 
House initiated contacts. Among other things, the 
report states that William Kennedy told FBI 
personnel the matter was being directed by high 
level White House officials, and that he would 
refer the matter to the IRS if the FBI did not act 
immediately. 

Documents Requested from White House . Apparently 
none. The FBI review predates most of the 
documents in the Travel Office file, including 
Foster's notebook entries, various memoranda and 
newspaper articles. In any event, the FBI 
apparently did not seek any documents from the 
White House nor attempt to interview any White 
House officials in this review. Although Todd 
Stern did not recall this FBI inquiry, he doubted 
any documents would have been requested from the 
White House since the review occurred so soon 
after the events in question. 


2. FBI/Public Integrity Criminal Investigation . The 
FBI's criminal investigation of the Travel Office 
began shortly after the dismissals and led to the 
indictment of Billy Dale. 

Documents Sought from White House . The FBI seized 
records and other items from the Travel Office on 
June 10-11, 1993; other Travel Office documents 
and files in the possession of Catherine Cornelius 
and Brian Foucart were turned over soon 
thereafter. Although the FBI had assumed control 
over these items, they remained in the White House 
complex and a log of the items was prepared. In 
late December 1994, the FBI took physical custody 
of the documents pursuant to an agreement which 
gave the White House access to them and provided 

- 4 
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they would be returned at the conclusion of the 
investigation or any ensuing proceedings. 

In addition, the FBI and the Office of Public 
Integrity informally requested documents from the 
White House. Among other things, OPI sought 
documents relating to Harry Thomason and Darnell 
Martens, excluding those relating solely to the 
Presidential Inauguration. In late June 1994, 
Eggleston represented that his production of 
responsive documents was complete. However, in 
August 1994, Eggleston provided responsive pages 
from Foster's Travel Office file. This led to a 
rather angry letter from OPI, and apparently 
precipitated the subpoena issued in September 
1994. Relevant portions of the Travel Office file 
were provided in response to the subpoena and the 
document requests. 

3. TRS Internal Review . The IRS, in response to a 
inquiry initiated by Congressman Frank Wolf, 
conducted an internal review to determine whether 
any improper attempts had been made to influence 
the Service to audit UltrAir. UltrAir had served 
as the near-exclusive charter carrier for press 
travel prior to the dismissals. The IRS issued a 
final report dated June 11, 1993, and a 
supplemental report dated June 18, 1993, both of 
which concluded that no improper attempts to 
influence the IRS had occurred. 

Dissatisfied with the lack of information 
released in the IRS' reports, Wolf asked 
Treasury's OIG to look into the matter and 
submitted written questions to be answered. 
Treasury's responses to Wolf's questions were 
released on April 1, 1994, and concluded that no 
IRS official acted improperly and that there had 
been no contact with the White House about the 
Travel Office matter. 

White House Documents Requested - Apparently none. 

I have found nothing indicating that the IRS or 
Treasury requested documents from the White House 
in connection with this investigation. (Notei 
These investigations must be distinguished from a 
later IR8 investigation re Travel Office and the 
Administration's alleged failure to oolleot 
applicable excise taxes from the press. Documents 
re Travel office operations were requested from 
the White House in that inquiry) . 
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4 . GAO Investigation . As noted above , the GAO began 
an investigation of Travel office events in July 
1993; Congress requested a report from the GAO by 
September 30, 1993. An interia report was issued 
on that date which outlined various difficulties 
in obtaining documents from the White Rouse, the 
Justice Department and the FBI. (Huoh of the 
dispute centered around the ongoing FBI 
investigations) . 

The GAO continued its investigation and 
issued a final report in May 1994. That report 
confirmed many of the conclusions of the Internal 
Management Review; among other things, it found 
that the FBI did not feel pressured to conduct an 
investigation of the Travel Office and that the 
White House had not contacted the IRS as had been 
speculated in the media. 

White House Documents Requested . The GAO made 
several document requests beginning in August 
1993. Those requests were very broad, and were 
narrowed in subsequent negotiations with 
Eggleston. 

Foster' 8 Travel Office file was arguably 
responsive to five requests contained in letters 
dated August 17, 1993 and December 7, 1993 from 
Nancy Kingsbury to Meil Eggleston. (Attached 
hereto). Those requests are as follows; 

(a) Documents generated in the White House 
concerning the firings of the White House 
Travel employees, including memoranda, 
correspondence or other records, including 
computer or electronic mail records. (Reqs. 

8 ) 

(b) Records (incoming correspondence, notes 
telephone call notes, internal memoranda, 
computer records, or electronic mail) 
indicating problems with or complaints about 
the operations of the White House Travel 
Office (Reqs. 11) 

(c) Documents, memoranda, or other records which 
identify the tasks, assignments, or roles to 
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be carried out for the White House by HT or 
DM (Reqs. 22 ) 4 

(d) Documents, correspondence, internal 
memoranda, telephone logs or other records of 
discussions, or other records. Including 
computer records or electronic mail, 
describing or recording contacts between WH 
personnel and personnel employed by the FBI 
or the IRS concerning the WH Travel Office 
(Regs. 15) 

(e) Records, including written documents, 
computer records and electronic mail, made by 
WH officials concerning meetings or telephone 
discussions with officials of (a) the FBI, 

•• (b) the -IRS, or (c) the Department of 
Justice, concerning the WH Travel Office 
(Reqs. 18) 

The GAO also requested to survey "universe" 
of documents to determine if any requested classes 
of records were withheld. See Letters to 
Eggleston, dated 2/14/94 and 4/13/94. Eggleston 
does not recall ever allowing the GAO to conduct 
such a review, and believes the GAO did not pursue 
this matter. Eggleston, however, did not recall 
that two requests for such a review had been made. 

Must pin down the sequence of events re this 
request, given that file was not produced nor 
specifically identified as withheld (no obligation 
to do so, however, under 4/23/94 letter) . 

In a letter dated April 23, 1994, Eggleston 
confirmed that (1) the GAO was not seeking 
documents created during the internal management 
review process and (2) the White House had not 
provided attorney notes and analysis prepared 
after the events in the Travel Office, except for 
notes taken by Kennedy during his meetings or 
discussions with FBI personnel. 

The Travel Office file was not provided to 
the GAO. Although Eggleston was unaware of the 
file at the time he wrote the 4/23 letter, it 
would have come within the first part of that 
agreement and arguably the second as well. 


The Travel Office File would be responsive to this 
request under an expansive reading of the request. 

. 7 
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Pedowitz says that Nussbaum remembers 
Eggleston telling him that GAO was not requesting 
documents prepared by White House attorneys. 5 

dinger's Criticism of GAO Report for Ignoring 
Evidence of a Foster Travel Office File . In a 
memorandum attached to a letter to Congressman 
John Conyers dated October 7, 1994, Congressman 
William Clinger criticized the GAO's failure to 
pursue evidence that Foster possessed Travel 
Office related documents and to determine the 
whereabouts of any such documents. The memo cites 
a GAO investigator's notes of a 9/24/93 interview 
with Nussbaum suggesting that he stated Foster's 
office contained materials regarding the Travel 
Office. Ostensibly to demonstrate inconsistencies 
among statements made by White House personnel, 
the memo asserts that Patsy Thomasson (1) told a 
GAO investigator during her 9/23/93 interview that 
she had not seen "anything relating to the travel 
office on [Foster's] desk,” and (2) later in a 
written response to a question posed by the GAO in 
March 1994, stated that at no time did she find or 
was she told of references to the Travel Office in 
files maintained in Foster's office. 

(Motet File was found in Foster's briefcase, which 
would explain why Patsy did not see the file — it 
also makes the noted 9/24 response perfectly 
accurate) . 

In a footnote, the memo notes that the GAO's 
follow-up on the comment attributed to Nussbaum 
casts doubt on whether it was said. Handwritten 
notes alongside the interview notes state that 
none of the participants in the interview recalled 
the comment, and that the author said the notes 
referred to an anonymous 1988 letter complaining 
about the Travel Office. 

Pedowitz, however, doubts that GAO would have 
asked others who were in Foster's office about the 
existence of such a file but not Nussbaum. He 


When asked about Sloane's knowledge of the file and his 
involvement with the GAO and OPR investigations, 
Pedowitz remarked that Sloane was in Foster's office 
when Nussbaum mentioned a travel office file and 
surmised that, as such, Sloane might have known of its 
existence. 
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says that had Nussbaun been asked the question, he 
undoubtedly would have responded yes. 


opr Investigation . In late July 1993, the Office 
of Professional Responsibility began investigating 
the FBI's contacts with the White House. OPR's 
investigation also delved into Foster's statement 
in the Note that "the FBI lied in their report to 
the AG." That aspect of OPR's investigation was 
halted after Fiske's appointment in January 1994, 
since the Note came within his jurisdiction. 

OPR prepared a draft report dated March 18, 
1994, which, among other things, summarized its 
preliminary findings concerning the meaning of the 
statement in the Note. The report's conclusions 
apparently are based on notes of Podesta's 
interview with Foster, and interviews with Webster 
Hubbell, Beth Nolan, Bruce Lindsey, Steve 
Neuwirth , David Watkins, William Kennedy, Sheila 
Anthony (Foster's sister), James Lyons, Janet Reno 
and Beryl Anthony (Foster's brother-in-law). 

Based on its admittedly limited inquiry, OPR 
concluded that the White House Report on the 
Travel Office and the possibility of Congressional 
hearings on the subject were of great concern to 
Foster. Foster apparently was extremely disturbed 
by statements attributed to Kennedy by FBI 
personnel, and OPR concluded the statement in the 
Note referred to the FBI's version of contacts 
between Kennedy and FBI personnel. 

OPR's report has not been released to the 
public. 

White House Documents Requeste d- Eggleston does 
not recall any written request for documents from 
OPR. However, OPR did make an oral request to 
review notes of the Management Review's interview 
of Foster. (What was substance of this request; 
did they specifically ask for notes? — what was 
said during course of negotiations re access to 
notes?) The Eggleston Memo states that Eggleston 
and Nussbaum were reluctant to permit OPR to 
review the notes, but eventually acceded to OPR's 
request. Pedowitz says Nussbaum has no present 
recollection of OPR investigation, but Pedowitz 
mentioned that he did not believe documents were 
requested by OPR. 


iHiniliu 

DF 780016 



Eggleston says tbat be bad no knowledge of 
tbs Foster File at tbe tine of tbs OPR investi- 
gation. why didn't Mussbaum mention tbe Foster 
Travel Office file during tbe course of tbe 
discussions about tbe Foster interview notes, 
particularly given the nature of OFR's inquiry? 
Probably could have obviated request for interview 
notes (which tbey sought to shield because it was 
product of an internal review) by offering to show 
Foster file. 

What, if anything, was Sloane's involvement 
with tbe OPR investigation? Tbe investigation was 
going on during his work with the OXO 
investigation? 


Fiske's Investigation Into Foster's Death , on May 
4, 1994, a grand jury issued a subpoena to the 
White House in connection with Fiske's inquiry 
into Foster's death. The May 11 Agreement 
narrowed the subpoena, and provided the White 
House would produce, inter alia , "documents 
indicating that Mr. Foster was despondent or 
depressed or that he was thinking about taking or 
intending to take his life." 

Eggleston, on an unspecified date, reviewed 
the Foster file for responsiveness; he deemed the 
report unresponsive to the subpoena as narrowed by 
the May 11 Agreement. 

After Fiske issued his June 30, 1994 report 
on Foster's death, Lloyd Cutler inquired as to 
whether Foster had a Travel Office file. Klein, 
who unbeknownst to Eggleston had been providing 
Fiske's team with lists of files in Foster's 
office, stated that the Travel Office file did not 
appear on a May 11, 1994 index sent to Fiske. 

However, a May 6, 1994 letter from Klein 
indicates that he sent Stein other indices of 
files in Fiske's office; the Eggleston Memo 
suggests that one of those indices reflected a 
file marked "Travel," which could have referred to 
the Travel Office file. Id. at 3; see also copy 
of relevant page of index annexed to memo. In 
addition, Fiske was provided with Sloane's notes 
from the 7/22 search, which listed "WHTO- 
Management Review" as one of files identified in 
Foster's office. 
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I have not found the indices Bent under cover of 
the 5/6 letter; however, if the index referred to 
in Eggleston's letter was forwarded to Fiske, he 
would have been on notice of some sort of Travel 
Office file in Foster's office. 

By letter dated July 5, 1994, Klein informed 
Mark Stein that three files, including the Travel 
Office file, inadvertently had been left off the 
May 11 index. Neither Stein nor Fiske responded 
to Klein's July 5 letter. Never requested, the 
Travel Office file was not provided to Fiske. 

7. Starr's Investigation into Foster Docum ent 
Handling . 

On March 20, 1995, a grand jury issued-a subpoena 
which sought, among other things (1) any and all 
documents and/or communications to, from, or by 
Vincent Foster, that refer or relate to the White 
House Travel Office (Item 1); (2) any and all 
documents and/or communications that refer to or 
relate both to Vincent Foster, and to the White 
House Travel Office (Item 2) . 

Foster's Travel Office file was produced to 
Independent Counsel Starr in response to these 
requests. 


1. Did Nussbaum mention the Foster file to anyone, or 
review it in connection with any of the Travel 
Office investigations? If no, why? 

2. Did Sloane review the Foster file in connection 
with the Travel Office investigations in which he 
was involved? (Sloane did not recall a Travel 
Office file) . Did he mention the file to anyone? 

3. Was the index listing "Travel file" provided to 
Fiske before his June 30, 1994 report was issued? 

4. What was the substance of the negotiations re 
GAO's requested review of the "universe of files"? 


Natalie Williams 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 




WASH I NGTON 

Privileged and confidential 
Also created in preparation for hearings 


July 10, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR LLOYD CUTLER 

SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: W. NEIL EGGLESTON 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

RE: FOSTER FILE 


The attached memorandum discusses legal issues related 
to the Foster file. It does not address the separate issue of 
how the White House ought to proceed. 


cc: John D. Podesta 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H f NGTON 


Privileged and confidential 
Also created in preparation for hearings 


July 10, 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR LLOYD CUTLER 

SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: W. NEIL EGGLESTON \A> 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 


RE: 


FOSTER FILE 


The Foster file has some relation to four 
investigations. The following is my analysis of those 
investigations and my recommendations: 

1. Independent Counsel . 

With Mr. Klein and Mr. Krislov, I participated in the 
drafting of a letter to Mr. Stein, dated May 11, 1994, concerning 
how the White House would comply with the Independent Counsel's 
grand jury subpoena. A copy of that letter is attached. I 
believe that this was my first involvement in the Foster aspect 
of the grand jury investigation. My understanding is -that Mr. 
Stein agreed with the procedures that letter set forth. 

According to that letter, the White House agreed to: 

"1. Circulate a memorandum to all members of the 
White House Office staff directing those staff 
members to produce for review: 

a. all documents or files in their custody 
or control that were in Mr. Foster's 
office as of July 20, 1993. 


1 We also agreed to collect other materials from White House 
staff not relevant here. 
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Following that collection process, the White House 

agreed to: 


"Review all documents that are gathered pursuant 
to paragraph 1 above as well as all documents that 
are currently under the custody and control of the 
White House Counsel's Office that are identifiable 
as documents that were in Mr. Foster's office as 
of July 20, 1993 . . . and produce to you: 


c. all documents indicating that Mr. Foster 
was despondent or depressed or that he 
was thinking about taking or intending 
to take his life.” 2 

I recall reviewing the Foster file for compliance with 
the subpoena. At the time I reviewed the file, it was in the 
Counsel's Office central files under the window in the 
secretarial area. I reviewed the file in the secretarial area, 
and returned it to the same location in the files when I was 
finished. 


I did not believe at the time and do not believe today 
that the Foster file is responsive to the subpoena, as modified 
by the letter agreement with Mr. Stein. The letter agreement 
demonstrates that the Independent Counsel was looking for 
something like a suicide note, not merely documents that 
reflected that Foster was concerned about a work issue. 

Moreover, the Independent Counsel could have requested documents 
relating to the issues referred to in Foster's note. If he had, 
then the Foster file would have been responsive. The Foster file 
is not, however, responsive to the May 11 letter agreement. 

The May 11 letter agreement with Mr. Stein does not 
indicate that the White House would provide him with a list of 
the files or documents that we collected from members of the 
White House staff that had been in Foster's office on July 20, 
1993. I was unaware of any commitment to provide such list, and 
I was never asked — nor to my knowledge was anyone else working on 
this project asked — whether we had collected any files pursuant 
to this paragraph. As you know, we collected at least two other 
files that were not on the list provided to the Independent 
Counsel . 3 


2 Categories (a) and (b) do not apply to the Foster file. 

3 This memorandum makes reference to the collection of "at 
least" two other files. The reason for this phraseology is that 
we also collected other files that had the same general name as 
files listed on the indices, such as "Bruce Babbitt." I do not 
know whether the file we collected is the same file as the one 
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is unlikely that OPR's conclusions would have been different if 
it had reviewed the Foster file. 

I do not believe that OPR made any other requests for 
documents. At the time of the OPR investigation, I was unaware 
of the Foster file. 

3 . Department of Justice Investigation . 

Since May or June 1993, the Public Integrity Section of 
the Department of Justice has been investigating whether the 
Travel Office employees engaged in any criminal wrongdoing. At 
some point, that investigation expanded into whether Harry 
Thomason or Darnell Martens had a criminal conflict of interest; 
that is, whether they were special government employees who 
sought a financial interest in the operation of the Travel 
Office. 

We have been providing documents to the DOJ concerning 
Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens. Certain notes in the Foster 
file are responsive to that request. The notes are largely 
cumulative of information we have already provided. 

I think that I should provide the relevant portions of 
the notes in the Foster file to the DOJ as soon as possible, and 
no later than Tuesday. The DOJ does not have any particular 
interest in where any of these notes have been, and the DOJ 
investigation has been pretty leak free. 

4 . General Accounting Office . 

The GAO Travel Office report was released on May 2, 
1994. I was not aware of the Foster file until after the report 
was released. 

At the insistence of the White House, GAO's requests 
for documents and the White House responses were always in 
writing. Before I began, the Travel Office matter was handled by 
Cliff Sloan under Mr. Nussbaum's supervision. At the time I 
arrived in September 1993, the GAO had already made a 
comprehensive document request. At first, I generally handled 
the interviews and Mr. Sloan continued to coordinate document 
production. I gradually assumed more of the document duties as 
well. By late fall, Mr. Sloan had withdrawn from the process. 

A copy of a December 7, 1993 letter from GAO to the 
White House requesting documents and interviews is attached. 4 My 
practice was to respond to such letters in a separate letter 
addressing each paragraph of the GAO letter. If I had no 


4 As the December 7 letter shows, it had been preceded by 
earlier letters. The December 7 letter was an effort by GAO to 
set forth where we were on various requests. 
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rtmments responsive to a particular request, I would so state by 
fetter As you can tell, the December 7 letter reflects GAO's 
view of which requests had been satisfied as of that time and 
which had not. 


The December 7 letter contained four general requests 
for documents: 

"3. Information and records related to the preparation 
of the White House Travel Office Management 
Review, including a list of the people interviewed 
to prepare the review, copies of notes of meeting 
and interviews, and documents prepared or used to 
support the Review's factual statements and 
conclusions. 


Not yet provided . " 

t»8. Documents generated in the White House concerning 
the firings of the White House Travel Office 
employees, including memoranda, correspondence or 
other records . . . 


Not yet provided." 

"9. Documents, memoranda, or other records which 

identify the tasks, assignments, or roles to be 
carried out for the White House by Mr. Harry 
Thomason and Mr. Darnell Martens. 


Not yet provided." 

"15. Documents, correspondence, internal memoranda, 
telephone logs or records of discussions ... 
describing or recording contacts between White 
House personnel and personnel employed by the FBI 
or the IRS concerning the White House Travel 
Office. 


Not yet provided." 

Following the receipt of this letter, I orally advised 
the GAO that certain of the requests were too broad and would 
require the White House to reveal internal deliberative documents 
and memoranda. I also told GAO that we were reluctant to provide 
our post-event factfinding documents, as well as the documents 
prepared in connection with the Management Review. 

On January 19, 1994, the GAO supervisor, Nancy 
Kingsbury and I met in my office to review the remaining GAO 
requests for interviews and documents. At that meeting, Ms. 
Kingsbury agreed not to seek any materials prepared in connection 
with the Management Review. 
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On February 14, Ms. Kingsbury sent a letter with an 
attachment of all outstanding document and interview requests 
that GAO wished to pursue. A copy of the February 14 letter is 
attached. Her cover letter states: 

"To assist with that effort [for GAO to complete 
its work], I have compiled a compulsively complete 
list of what appears to us to still be needed." 

The attachment omitted three of the four paragraphs set forth 
above. The only paragraph that remained was the one calling for 
information concerning Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens. 

The request in the February 14 letter related to 
Thomason and Martens was modified to permit the White House to 
provide information through interviews with knowledgeable 
officials instead of documents. 3 Thus, this paragraph was 
modified to read as follows: 

"D. Documents, memoranda, or other records which 
identify the tasks, assignments, or roles to 
be carried out for the white House by Harry 
Thomason and Darnell Martens, or information 
from knowledgeable officials which would 
inform us about the tasks carried out by Mr. 
Thomason and Mr. Martens . (Item 13, August 
17, 1993)" (emphasis added) 

At the time, we believed that this paragraph could be 
read not to call for the production of documents related to the 
actions of Thomason and Martens on the Travel Office matter since 
their involvement did not seem to fall within the meaning of 
"tasks to be carried out for the White House." Thomason was 
plainly a self-starter on this matter. Instead, we read this 
paragraph to be asking what official assignments Thomason and 
Martens may have had in the White House. To comply with this 
reading, we provided documents related to Thomason's Presidential 
imagery project, and a witness to explain that project. In any 
event, on the assumption that the request was broad enough to 
include the actions of Thomason and Martens in connection with 
the Travel Office matter, we complied with this request by 
providing interviews of all of the relevant White House 
officials. 


Once we received the February 14 letter with its 
attachment, we no longer focused on the previous requests and 
considered any unanswered requests to have been withdrawn. The 
broadly drafted requests for documents relating to the firings of 


5 As the attachment to the February 14 letter makes clear, 
this option to provide witnesses instead of documents was a 
return to the language that GAO had used in its August 17 letter 
to Mr. Sloan. 
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the Travel Office employees and for documents relating to 
contacts with the FBI or IRS were not contained in the February 
14 letter. On the FBI issue, the GAO continued to request Mr. 
Kennedy ' s handwritten notes taken during his meetings with the 
FBI agents. We agreed to waive the privilege with regard to 
these notes, and the notes were provided. 

In mid-March, the GAO sent a final list of outstanding 
document and interview issues. This was a narrowed version of 
the February 14 letter. We complied with all of these requests. 

A copy of that request is attached. 

In a letter dated April 23, 1994, I set forth the 
agreement between GAO and the White House concerning the scope of 
our response to their document requests: 

••This letter is to confirm that the GAO has 
not requested documents prepared in connection 
with the White House Travel Office Management 
Review. The White House has made available, and 
GAO has interviewed, John Podesta and Todd Stern, 
the principal authors of the Management Review. 

The White House has also generally not 
provided attorney notes and analysis prepared 
after the events in the Travel Office. GAO did 
request, and the White House did provide, the 
notes that Mr. Kennedy took during his meetings or 
conversations with FBI officials." 

A copy of this letter is attached. At the time I wrote this 
letter, I was not aware of the Foster file. 

On the question of whether the GAO ever specifically 
asked about Travel Office records in Foster's office, the only 
request before the issuance of the report was in a written 
question to Patsy Thomasson, propounded in March 1994:* 

"GAO QUESTIONS FOR MS. PATSY THOMASSON 

Various press articles have reported that Mr. 
Bernard Nussbauro, Ms. Margaret Williams, and Ms. 
Patsy Thomasson conducted a search of Mr. Foster's 
White House office immediately after his death. 
Since Mr. Foster was involved in the White House 
Travel Office matters, we would like to know if 
any documents relating to the travel Office were 
in his office. . . . 

2. Did you find or were you told about any 

references to the White House travel Office 
in either paper or computer files in Mr. 
Foster's office? If so, please describe what 
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you found or were told about and the 
disposition of the materials." 

To respond to this request, I spoke with Ms. Thomasson. 
With Counsel's Office assistance, she responded in writing as 
follows: 

"The circumstances surrounding Mr. Foster's 
suicide are currently the subject of Special 
Counsel Fiske's investigation. Because of the 
White House's commitment not to interfere with 
that investigation in any way, the Special Counsel 
to the President has requested that I refrain from 
responding to any questions concerning the search 
of Mr. Foster's office on the evening of his 
death. X am prepared to state generally, however, 
that at no time did I 'find' or was I 'told about 
any references to the White House Travel Office in 
either paper or computer files' maintained in Mr. 
Foster's office. I hope you will find this 
information useful, and look forward to the time 
when I am in a position to fully respond to your 
inquiries. " 

No similar question was propounded to the White House generally, 
nor to Mr. Nussbaum. 

Ms. Thomasson's response suggests that she was willing 
to answer GAO's question because she had no knowledge, but that 
if she had any information, she would refused to respond because 
the issue was under investigation by the Independent Counsel. At 
the time of this question and answer, I was not aware of the 
Foster file. 

Shortly after the GAO report was issued, one of the 
investigators called me to ask whether my notes of the interview 
of Mr. Nussbaum indicated that Mr. Nussbaum had said that there 
had been Travel office records in Foster's office. Apparently 
one of the investigators had a vague reference to that effect in 
his interview notes. I reviewed my notes and reported back to 
the investigator that my notes did not reflect any such comment 
by Mr. Nussbaum, but that my notes did not purport to be 
verbatim. I told him that X recalled that I had objected 
strenuously to questions during Mr. Nussbaum's interview (as well 
as during others) about Foster's death and any search of his 
office since it was far outside of GAO's mandate to investigate 
the events in the Travel Office in May 1993. 

At the time of this conversation with the GAO 
investigator, I was not aware of the Foster file. 

I have not reviewed the Foster file recently, but my 
recollection is that the only potentially new information relates 
to a note and a calendar reference to a meeting among Foster, 
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Thomason and Mrs. Clinton regarding the Travel Office. This 
meeting may, however, be referred to in the GAO report. GAO 
relates a meeting on May 12 among Cornelius, Thomason, Watkins, 
and Martens. The GAO report then states: "Following this 
meeting, Mr. Thomason repeated his concerns to the First Lady, 
and later told Mr. Watkins that he had done so." A copy of the 
relevant page of the GAO report is attached. 


cc: John D. Podesta 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H 1 N GTO N 


Privileged and Confidential 
Created in preparation for hearings 


July 8 , 1994 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. PODESTA 
STAFF SECRETARY 

FROM: W. NEIL EGGLESTON i A? 

ASSOCIATE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

RE: REPORTING ON FOSTER DOCUMENTS 


Attached please find the major reporting on the 
handling of Foster's files after his death. 

I have also included the White House statement of 
December 20, 1993, the relevant portions of Mrs. Clinton's press 
conference in April, and talking points that we have drafted on 
the issue. 


None of the materials that I have reviewed addresses 
when or how the files went from the White House to Williams & 
Connelly . 


W.N. E. 


cc: Lloyd Cutler 
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NON-RESPONSIVE MATERIAL REDACTED 
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The Whit* Heus* 

Office of the Press Secretary 



for 


Immediate Release: lecerter 20, 10*3 

Statement by the Director of Coemuni cat ions Kart Cearan 


Following the death of Vincent Foster and following the 
examination of the file* in hi* office on July 22, 1001 by White 
House Counsel in the presence of representatives of various law 
enforceeent agencies. Nr. Foster's files were distributed as 
follows: <1) those files pertaining to his White House duties 
reeained in the counsel's office; (2) those files that were 
personal to Nr. Foster and his family were sent to his fasily's 
personal attorney; and (1) those files that pertained to the 
personal legal affairs of the Free idant and Mrs. Clinton 
(including docuaants relating to thair personal tax returns, the 
filing of Whitewater Development Corp. tax returns, and the 
disposition of thair interest in Whitewater) — all of which ware 
preserved — ware sent to the Clinton's personal attorney. 
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The First Lady's Responses 


I Readers 


ZOC0076 


Q: Who ordered the search of Vince Foster's office and how long after his death was 

that order given? 

A: I was in Arkansas at the time of Vince Foster's death. I cannot speak to that in any 

detail, but I know that the special counsel is looking into the circumstances 
surrounding Vince’s death. And I assume he will issue a report about that, which I 
hope will put all these matters to rest once and for all. 
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Q: How much money did you invest in the Whitewater land deal? I have heard various 

amounts. Why were the Whitewater records removed from Vince Foster's office? 

A: Altogether, the President and I invested around $46,000 in Whitewater. I understand 

that the documents that were in Vince Foster's office when he died were distributed 
by White House Counsel Bemie Nussbaum in the following way: the files relating to 
ongoing work in the White House Counsel's office were passed on to other lawyers in 
that office; personal files of Vince's were given to his family; and personal files of 
mine and the President were given to our outside lawyer. 

The file in Vince’s office relating to Whitewater has been turned over to the Special 
Counsel Robert Fiske for his investigation. 

Q: What were in the documents in Vince Foster’s office that you sent your people in to 

retrieve after his suicide? 

A: Again, I was in Arkansas at the time of Vince Foster's death and I didn't send anyone 

into his office to retrieve anything. 1 understand White House Counsel Benue 
Nussbaum reviewed the documents in the presence of officials from the Park Police 
and maybe some other agencies. I understand Mr. Nussbaum distributed the files 
according to whom he thought should have them. There were files relating to 
ongoing work in the White House Counsel's office that needed to be passed on to 
other lawyers in that office. There were personal files of Vince’s that needed to go to 
his family. And there were personal files of mine and the President that went to our 
outside lawyer. 


■IIIHHHHHIH 
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Did the White House "cover up 1 in the wake of Vince Foster's suicide last 
year? In particular, were files related to Whitewater improperly removed from 
Mr. Foster's office after his death? 

No files were removed from Vince Foster's office without first being 
identified to law enforcement officials. Soon after Foster's suicide, White House 
Counsel Bernard Nussbaum sorted the contents of Foster's office, in the presence 
of law enforcement officers. He identified our personal files to the investigators. 
They were then sent to our personal lawyer. There never were any "missing” files, 
and no law enforcement official requested those files from Mr. Nussbaum or 
anyone else. In December, we voluntarily agreed to turn over the files relating to 
Whitewater to the Justice Department. 

Foster's suicide had nothing to do with Whitewater. The matter is nowhere 
mentioned in the note Foster wrote prior to his death. It is ghoulish for political 
partisans to usethe.tragedy.of Foster's>death to hype interest in these matters. 


SK'Mgpu 



17 3RD STORY of Level 1 printed in FULL format. 

Copyright 1994 Neve World Conun i cat ions, Inc. 
The Washington Tins 

January 28, 1994, Friday, Final Edition 
SECTION: Part A; Pg. A1 
LENGTH: 2383 words 

HEADLINE: Questions cloud ruling of suicide in Foster's death 
Autopsy report still not released 

BYLINE: Michael Hedges; THE WASHINGTON TIMES 
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The note was apparently overlooked by investigators who originally searched 
Hr. Poster's office, and was later found in a briefcase, torn into 27 pieces. 
A 28th piece was Kissing . 


■1111111111 

CSE 042885 



729 


July 26 - uuaobaun, going through root or'* ba long Inga, find* acrapa of a 
handvrittan not*. Tho not* la not turnad ouar to Park Pollen and tba Juatico 
Oopartnant until July 2d, ao Clinton and Poatar'a faulty can aaaulna it. 
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PAGE 43 

97TH STORE of Level 1 printed in FULL fornat. 

Copyright 1994 The Washington Post 
The Washington Post 

March 5, 1994, Saturday, Final Edition 
SECTION: FIRST SECTION; PAGE A7 
LENGTH: 1081 words 

HEADLINE: Nussbauw's Defiance Proved Ill-Suited for Politics 

SERIES: Occasional 

BYLINE: Ruth Marcus, Washington Post Staff Writer 
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At the time, the White House said Foster's personal papers were given to 
his personal lawyer and his official files parceled out among the office. Month! 
later? it was revealed that a third category of documents -- personal files of 
the Clintons', including files on Whitewater — were given to the Clintons' 


private lawyer. 


mm" 
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( .4ITED STATES DEPARTMENT OP JL. -CE 
Friml Bureau of iimuigation 


n o 8 1 :> 


bii«: Office of the Deputy Attorney General, V.S. Department of 

Justice 

earn: NKPO 


awn Fik I : 

TO. UNSUB; 

VINCENT W. FOSTER, OR.; 

DEPUTY WHITE HOUSE COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT-VICTIM; 
7/20/93 ; 


PPSAXA-STAFF MOSER; 

OOJ 

•two Investigation was predicated upon request from 

the USDOJ to enter captioned investgation, being 
conducting by UNITED STATES PARK POLICE (USPP) , and to 
focus FBI efforts on the turning over of a note found in 
the office of Vincent W. Foster. Foster was Deputy White 
House Counsel to the President, vho body was found on the 
evening of 7/20/93 at Fort Marcy, Virginia, which is U.S. 
park land. The USPP investigation to date indicates 
death was by suicide. On 7/22/93, Foster's office was 
searched by Bernard Nussbaua, Chief White House Counsel 
to the President. Personnel for the Department of 
Justice (DOJ) , Federal Bureau of Investigation, United 
States Secret Service (USSS) and USPP were present at but 
did not participate in the search; an arrangement 
determined by Bernard Nussbaua and agreed to DOJ 
officials. On 7/26/93, during an inventory of Foster's 
office, a briefcase, previously searched on 7/22/93, was 
found to contain 27 torn pieces of yellow paper. The 
papers were found by 6teven Neuvirth, an assistant to 
Nussbaua who was acting on Nussbaua' s orders to inventory 
the office, segregate Foster's personal affects and pack 
them up for his family. The 27 pieces of paper, were 
found at approximately 4:00 p.m., 7/26/93, were pieced 
together and determined to be a listing, in Foster's 
handwriting, of problems he had recently encountered in 
his job. The note was turned over to law enforcement 


6A SCOTT H. SALTER 
n».: August 9 , 1993 

rwwomnS ■*! 17SB-WF-187743 


TMi ctoc\pi«rrt certains neither fwawv ' iBl tors nor corcluolens df the FBI. It U the property of the FBI end Is loaned to 
r«w agency; It and lt» contorts or» not to be distributed outside ye*r agency. 
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officials a* approximately 9:15 p.m. on 7/27/93, „ » c , , 

approximat 30 hours after being foi All of those * ' 
interviewed who had knowledge of this 3v-hour delay were 
consistent with regard to the reason for the delay. Each 
stated that note was not immediately turned over due to a 
need to advise the family prior to its release and the 
need for it to be shown to the President, ensuring his 
right to Executive Privilege was protected as it related 
to the contents of the note. The family could not be 
contacted until 3:00 p.m. ,- 7/27/93, and the President was 
not available until 6:00 p.m., 7/27/93. There was not, 
according to all interviewed, any attempt or discussion 
regarding not providing the note to law enforcement 
investigators. Interviews were conducted of each 
individual present during the original 7/22/93 search of 
Poster's office. Each advised they had not seen the 27 
pieces of torn paper despite the briefcase having been 
searched by Nussbaum. All individuals known to have 
access to Foster's office prior to its being sealed at 
10:00 a.m. , 7/21/93, were interviewed and admitted being 
in the office, but stated they had not seen the 27 pieces 
of paper and they had not removed anything from the 
office. FBI laboratory examination of the note was 
essentially negative. V.S. Capitol Police (USCP) 
laboratory examination of the note, as requested by CSPP, 
confirmed the note had been written by Foster. 

Additional interviews of individuals alleged to have made 
comments or heard comments about the existence of a 
Foster suicide note were interviewed with negative 
results. 
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nrTATLB : On ,7/20/93, Vincent Foster, Jr., fomer Deputy 

Chief counsel to President William Clinton, was found 
dead at Fort Harcy, which is on U.S,. park land located on 
the George Washington Parkway in Virginia. Investigation 
of Foster's death by the USPP preliminary indicates 
Foster committed suicide. .On 7/22/93, an official search 
of Foster's White Bouse office was conducted under the 
direction and control of Chief Counsel to the President 
Bernard Nussbaum. During that search no pertinent 
documents relating to Foster's death were found. 

On 7/26/93, Steven Neuvirth, as assistant to 
Hussbaum, was instructed by Nussbaum to conduct a final 
inventory of Foster's office and pack and turn over to 
Foster's family all personal items found in his White 
House office. At approximately 4:00 p.m., 7/26/93, 

Neuvirth found 27 pieces of torn paper located in a 
briefcase in Foster's office. The briefcase had been' 
searched by Nussbaum on 7/22/93 and allegedly all items 
had been removed and nothing pertinent to the death 
investigation was found. The torn papers found by 
Neuvirth were turned over to Nussbaum and were pieced 
together by Neuvirth and Nussbaum. When put together, 
the papers revealed a list of information relating to 
Foster's recent job-related problems. The writing on the 
note was recognized by Neuvirth as being Foster's. It 
wasn't until 9:15 p.m., 7/27/93 (approximately 30 hours 
after it was found) , that the torn note was turned over 
to USPP investigators. 

Based on the above facts, DAG Keymann 
requested the FBI conduct an independent investigation to 
determine the facts relating specifically to the delay in 
turning over the above described torn note to VSPP 
Investigators. 

On 7/29/93, the investigation commenced with 
the interview of Stephen Neuvirth. 
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federal bureau of investigation 


Ptu (MraucrtpiiM B/3/93 


STEPHEN R. NEUWIRTH, Assistant Coun»«l, the White 
Roust, Washington, D.C., was advised of tha identities or the 
interviewing agents and informed of tha natura of tha interview. 
NEUWIRTH pro vida d tha following information : 

NEUWIRTH advisad that ha was prasant on July 22, 1*93, 
whan tha items in VINCENT FOSTER's-office ware inventoried by 
BERNARD NUSSBAUM. NEUWIRTH was aware that tha items which were 
immediately identifiable as personal items were provided to the 
attorney representing the FOSTER family. After July 22, 1993, 
NEUWIRTH did not again go to VINCENT FOSTER'S office until 
Monday, July 36, 1993. 

NEUWIRTH advisad that while he was in Arkansas 
attending VINCENT FOSTER'S funeral he was asked by BERNARD 
NUSSBAUK to conduct a review of tha items which ware identified 
as work files in VINCENT FOSTER'S office. On Monday, July 26, 
1993, at approximately 10:00 a.m. , NEUWIRTH began the review of 
the items in FOSTER'S office. NEUWIRTH was also instructed to 
take any remaining personal items end place them in a box to be 
provided to the FOSTER family. As NEUWIRTH placed VINCENT 
FOSTER'S briefcase in the box of personal items, he turned the 
briefcase on its side or upside down and observed several small 
pieces or scraps of yellow paper fall out of the briefcase. 
NEUWIRTH then reached inside the briefcase and pulled out more 
scraps of yellow paper. He speculated that the pieces of paper 
may have been stuck down in a corner of the briefcase and 
therefore not seen during the July 22, 1993 inventory of FOSTER'S 
office. He recognized these to be in the handwriting of VINCENT 
FOSTER and he took the scraps of paper to the conference table 
located in BERNARD NUSSBAUM's office. He observed that the 
scraps of paper could be assembled and that they were pieces of a 
single sheet of yellow paper which had been torn into pieces. As 
he assembled the note, BERNARD NUSSBAUM returned to the office 
and was shown the note. The note was unsigned and contained no 
date. NEUWIRTH confirmed that the briefcase from which the 
scraps were recovered was the same briefcase which BERNARD 


****** - 7/30/93 .■ Washington. D.C. # WMFO 175B-WF-IB77A3 

. SA CHARLES X. DORSET 

to SA SCOTT M. SALTER: pH J/2/31 


111, hmai aiiibi idUa MMSMlailH, mi Md.ri.ii e a. Fll It fe ito Hsn> W «to FBI o< b bml m mi tiaqr. 
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MX.WMIH STEPHEN R. NEUWIRTH 


■ O. 7/30/93 .... 2_ 


KUSSBAUM mlmi during the inventory of VINCENT posTER'e offiee 
on July 22, 1733 . 

HEWIRTH advised that after reading the note, NUSSBAUM 
left the office to see if he could find Hhite Bouse Chief of 
Btaff HACK McLKRTY. KUSSBAUM shortly thereafter returned with 
Assistant White House Chief of State BILL BURTON who advised that 
HcLAHTY was in Chicago with the President. BUSS BAUM, BURTON and 
HEIWUXH decided to try to reach McLARTY in Chicago and they did 
in fact speak with his (KUSSBAUM, BURTON and NEUWXRTH 
participated in the conversation vis speaker phone) . During that 
conversation, MeLARTY stated that it was important to notify . 
VINCENT FOSTER’S f sally and President CLINTON before anything was 
done with the note. There was also a discussion about whether 
this note was in fact a suicide note. During their conversation 
they also discussed the fact that the note should be turned over 
to the lav enf orescent personnel handling POSTER'S death 
investigation. BURTON Questioned whether this unsigned, undated 
note constituted a suicide note. NEUWIRTH aade the observation 
that even if this note did not sect the strict qualifications of 
being a suicide note, it was without question relevant to the 
investigation and was well vithln the guidelines of what the 
fP v “r. il ’\ tc ' r * c° u 9 ht. In addition, NEUWIRTH stated that concern 
that the U.S. PARK POLICE vould leak the note’s contents to the 
press was never an issue. NEUWIRTH advised the interviewing 
agents that at no tiae during the conversation was it stated that 
the note should not be turned over to the appropriate 
authorities. 

,, NEUWIRTH advised that on the evening of Monday, July 

V ?f •• eu 5 ,a *" «>• deik or safe within BERNARD 
It*™ decided that the handling of the note 
discu *** d on Tuesday aoraing, July 27, 1993 in a aeetina 
with MCIARTY, DAVID C ERGEN, BILL BURTON and KUSSBAUM. NEUWIRTH 
?i\«ir qU *? te * 45 y -J USSBXUK to conduct appropriate legal research 
to determine if there were any legal problens associated with 
turning the note over to lav enfercaaent individuals. 

NEUWIRTH advised that he was aware that LISA poster 

VINCENT POSTER'S widow, Bet with BERNARD NVSSBAUM in his ' 
(NUSSBAUX's) off ice sometime during the sftsmoon of Tussday, 
sitting' ’ NEUWIRTH ststsd that ha was not prssant at that 
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MwamiMnil STEPHEX H. XEWIKTH 


7/70/77 7 


ntwiMl advised that on tha avanlng at July 37, i»»7, 
a Meting was bald batwaan Daputy Attorney General PHILIP 
BEmAHM, Attorney General JAXKT RENO and Mbits House officials 
regarding tbs nets (MEWIRTH was net present at that Beating) . 
During that Basting, the OXITED STATES PAXX POLICE arrived and 
took custody of the nets. 

xeuxixth advised that attar locating the scraps of 
paper which constituted tha note in tha briefcase ha observed 
that tha only other lteas in tha briefcase were a pan, a single 
rubberband and a single blank "post-it" note. 
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
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Ball aj uaaaav'liea */ 3/93 


BERNARD NUSSBAUK, Council to thi President, the Hhite 
House, Washingten, D.C. , ves edvlsed of the Identities of the 
interviewing agents end intoned of the neture of the interview. 
NUSSBAUK provided the following intonation: 

NUSSBAUK adviced thst on Thursday, July 22, 1993, he 
conducted en inventory of the contents of VINCENT FOSTER'S office 
in the presence of Benbers of the Office of the White House 
Counsel, the UNITED STATES PARK POLICE, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
(DOJ) , FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION (FBI) snd the UNITED . 
STATES SECRET SERVICE (USSS) . During the inventory, NUSSBAUK 
resoved the files end papers froa VINCENT POSTER'S briefcase end 
reviewed those iteas. After the contents of the briefcase were 
removed he picked up the briefcase and placed it against the wall 
behind FOSTER'S desk. 

NUSSBAUK advised that on Friday, July 22, 1*92, he 
departed Washington, D.C. in the Boming and travelled to Hope, 
Arkansas, where the funeral for VINCENT FOSTER vas held. While 
in Hope, Arkansas, NUSSBAUK spoke with STEPHEN NEUWIRTH, 

Assistant White House Counsel and he assigned NEUWIRTH to review 
the work files identified in the previous days inventory, Monday, 
July 26, 1**2. NUSSBAUK instructed the staff at the Office of 
the White House Counsel to take the weekend off and return to 
work on Konday, July 26, 1992. NUSSBAUK returned to Washington, 
D.C. on the evening of July 22, 1992. On Saturday, July 24, 

1992, NUSSBAUK travelled to Desert Island, Maine and returned to 
Washington, D.C. on the evening of Sunday, July 25, 1992. 

NUSSBAUK advised that from the tine the inventory of 
VINCENT FOSTER'S office was completed on July 22, 1992 until 
Monday soming, July 26, 1992, the office reaalned locked with 
the only two keys in the possession of NUSSBAUK and VINCENT 
FOSTER'S secretary, DEBRA GORHAM. On Konday, July 26, 1992, the 
review of work documents in VINCENT FOSTER'S office wes began by 
STEPHEN NEUWIRTH with periodic assistance froa DEBRA GORHAM. At 
approximately 4:00 p.B., NUSSBAUK entered his (NUSSBAUM's) office 


~ _.77?p/y; »i Washington. D.C. n> • .WMFO 17SB-wr-ll7T 4i 

SA CHARLES X. DORSET 

►> .SA SCOTT M. SALTER: pH Dal. ilaaalal g/2/92 

Ttla laraaai aaataiaa aHUar taaaeeaafaliaaa aai aaaalaalaaa al Ik a PSI. II ia Oa araaaH, af Ika PB1 aa< k laaaat w naa aaaatr. 
k aa< ka aaaiaala aaa aal ta ka CatrlkalaJ aalaWa rasa ataeay. O 



741 


Fulfil On. IMS-ill 


wr.ro 72-VF-H790B 


0 0 £ 5 


»I3WMI1> NUSSBAUM 


a. 7/30/83 , >MI S 


•nd found STEPHEN HEUWIRTH »t tho eonforonco table assembling 
wh»t appeared to bo ocrops of yellow P»P«r- bt thot tiBO, 
NEUWIRTH turnod to NUSSBAUM »nd oald "Look whotT *ou»o. • 

NEUHIRTH vont on to explain to NUSSBAUM that as he waa^paeWns 
itoao of POSTXR'a poraonal proporty In a box, bo dlacovaroa tha 
ocrapa of paper In tho bottoa of FOSTER'S briefcase. NEUWIRTH 
bad boon in proeoaa of placing tho briefcase i" ■ boxwhon bo 
tipped tho briofcaao over onto ito side end several of the oerapa 
of paper foil out. NEUWIRTH then discovered the rest of the 
ocrapa of paper locatod at tho bottom of the briofcaao. ba»a a on 
their exporienea with working with POSTER, both NEUWIRTH and . 
KuseaxuM boliovod the note to bo in VINCENT FOSTER'S bandwriting. 


NUSSBAUM advisad that after assembling tho note and 
reading ito eontonta ho (NUSSBAUM) loft bia office to go find 
White House Chief of Staff HACK McLARTY. NUSSBAUM "fJL” th * t 
McLARTY was in Chicago with tho Proaldant and NUSSBAUM then 
arranged to speak with KeLARTY via tolsphono. During their 
discussion, NUSSBAUM and McLARTY discuaaod whether the contents 
of tho note hold any legal privilege or executive privilege. It 
was determined that several tasks needed to be accomplished 
including a research of the legal issues involved in disclosing 
the contents of the note, notification of LISA FOSTER, VINCENT 
FOSTER'S widow, and notification to President CLINTON. It was 
learned that LISA FOSTER was to travel from Arkansas to 
Washington, D.C. on July 27, 1992 and that President CLINTON 
would be available to be briefed on the matter at approximately 
6:00 p.m. on Tuesday, July 27, 1982. 


NUSSBAUM adviaed that by Tuesday, July 27, 1992, it had 
been decided that the note would be turned over after it was 
shown to LISA FOSTER and after the matter wee presented to 
President CLINTON. LISA FOSTER arrived at the White House and 
was shown the contents of the note at approximately 5:00 p.m. on 
July 27, 1992 and President CLINTON was briefed at approximately 
6:00 p.m. on July 27, 1992. President CLINTON directed that the 
note be turned over to the appropriate authorities. 


NUSSBAUM advised that later on July 27, 1992, Attorney 
General JANET RENO and Deputy Attorney General PHILLIP HEYMANN 
arrived at the White House and were shown the note. RENO told 
NUSSBAUM that the note should be turned over to the UNITED STATES 
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PARK POLICE (tJSPP) . The CSPP received tha nota at approximately 
9:00 p.B. on July 27, 1993. 

HUSSBAUK adviaad that ha vas rather surprisod that the 
note vas located In the bottom of a briefcase which he had 
believed, vas empty. Be vas also puzzled as to vhy FOSTER vould 
have placed the note there. HUSSBAUK advised that he had no 
reason to question the explanation regarding the note's discovery 
given by STEPHEN HEUWIRTH. HUSSBAUK also stated that the note 
vas kept in a secure place in HVSSBAUH's office on the night of 
Monday, July 26, 1993. 

HUSSBAUK stated that he is avers of no other notes or 
messages left by VINCENT FOSTER vhieh vould be relevant to the 
invastigation of his death. 

At the conclusion of the interview NUSSHAUM provided to 
the interviewing agents the briefcase from FOSTER'S office and 
one yellow pad of paper, also taken from FOSTER'S office. 
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CHARLES WILLIAM BURTON, also known as BILL BURTON, 
Deputy Assistant to th« President and Policy and Staff Director 
for the Chief of Staff, the Whits House, Washington, D.C., was 
advised of the identities of the interviewing agents and informed 
of the neture of the interview. BURTON provided the following 
inf creation : 


BURTON advised that be was present on Thursday, July 
22, 1*93, for the inventory of items in the Office of VINCENT 
POSTER. BURTON recalled that POSTER'S briefcase was emptied by 
BERNARD NUSSBAUM and the contents, which consisted of files and 
papers, were reviewed by NUSSBAUM. BURTON stated that after 
NUSSBAUM removed the papers and files, he observed the briefcase 
to be empty with the exception of several paperclips and a single 
"post-it" paper located in the bottom of the briefcase. 


BURTON advised that during the afternoon of Monday, 

July 26, 1*93, he was working at his desk when BERNARD NUSSBAUM 
requested that BURTON come to NUSSBAUM 's office to see something. 
BURTON went to NUSSBAUM 's office with NUSSBAUM and also met 
STEPHEN NEUWIRTH. BURTON was shown a note which had been put 
together after having been torn into many pieces. BURTON stated 
he immediately recognized the handwriting as that of VINCENT 
FOSTER. It was explained to BURTON that the items were located 
by NEUWIRTH in the bottom of VINCENT POSTER'S briefcase. 

BURTON advised that after reading the note he, NUSSBAUM 
and NEUWIRTH discussed what steps should be taken next. It was 
determined that MACK MeLARTY, White House Chief of Staff, should 
be notified immediately. BURTON end NUSSBAUM spoke with MeLARTY 
via telephone and informed MeLARTY of the note's existence and 
explained to him the note's contents. At that time, it was 
believed that although the note did not constitute a suicide note 
it was clearly relevant to the Investigation regarding FOSTER'S 
death. However, the note's contents also raised legal matters and 
questions of executive privilege. It was determined that the 
legal matters should be researched on the evening of Monday, July 


7/30/93 ■ Washington. D.C. wet WMFO I75B-WF-1B774 3 

SA CHARLES X. DORSEY 

SA SCOTT M. SALTER toll tmtntu UJ.JJI2 

Tkj* tfoewa mM Mail me iter measBidiMBi v* tometumtm erf te F»! kite frap*ny of te FBI mad it lomomd id ymr tftmy, 
k mmd is aoaumi mrt mono kt Bimjvbwte bm4< your i|«j. 


It 



744 


WMFO 175B-WF-1B7743 


CHARLES WILLIAM BURTON 


7/30/93 


26, 1293 , and that on the following day the note would he turned 
over to the appropriate lav enforcanent agency after President 
CLINTON and VINCENT POSTER'S family were notified of the note's 
existence. BURTON advised the interviewing agents that there was 
not an outstanding subpoena which ordered immediate surrender of 
the note before the legal research could be conducted. In 
addition, while the note was relevant in that it was an 
indication of FOSTER'S state of Bind, it was not a suicide note. 
Therefore there vas "not an iasue of tine pressure" with respect 
to the need to turn the note ever immediately. 

BURTON advised that he is not aware of any other notes 
left by FOSTER which would be pertinent to the investigation of 
FOSTER'S death. 

BURTON advised that it was decided the note would be 
turned over to the DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE after President CLINTON 
end VINCENT FOSTER'S family were notified of the note's 
existence, on the evening of July 27, 1993, Attorney General 
JANET RENO advised individuals at the White Bouse that the note 
should not be turned over to the DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, rather it 
should be turned over to the UNITED STATES PARE POLICE. 

BURTON advised that although he observed BERNARD 
NUSSBAUM remove the contents FOSTER'S briefcase of July 22, 1993, 
he saw nothing inconsistent with STEPHEN NEUWIRTH's story 
regarding how the pieces which made up the note were found. 
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THOMAS F. (HACK) MCLARTY, III, Chief of Staff, the 
Whit* House, Washington, D.C., wee advised of the identities of 
the interviewing agent# end informed of the nature of the 
interview. MclARTY provided the following information: 


KcLARTY advieed that on Monday, July 26, 1993, at 
approxinately 3:30 to 4:00 p.». (Central Daylight Saving# Ti®«) 
he VII in Chicago with President CLINTON when he was contacted by 
BERNARD KUSSBAUM and inforaed that a note had been located which 
appeared to have been written by VINCENT POSTER and waa relevant 
to POSTER' a death. The content# of the note were explained to 
MeLARTY by KUSSBAUM and it was explained to MclARTY that there 
were potential legal and. executive privilege issues which *ust be 
resolved before the note was disclosed. McLARTY discussed the 
natter with DAVID G ERGEN, who was also in Chicago and they agreed 
that the note Bust be disclosed to the UNITED STATES PARK POLICE 
and they also agreed that LISA FOSTER, VINCENT FOSTER'S widow, 
should also be promptly notified. After discussing this natter 
with DAVID G ERGEN, McLARTY called KUSSBAUM back at the White 
House and a naeting was scheduled for Tuesday norning (July 27 , 
1993) to further discuss this natter. 


MCLARTY advised that on Tuesday, July 27, 1993, a 
neeting was held in his (HcLARTY's) office involving BILL BURTON, 
DAVID G ERGEN, BERNARD KUSSBAUM and MCLARTY. At the neeting it 
was decided that President CLINTON would be advised of the note's 
existence at the earliest possible tine and that the natter Would 
be discussed with LISA FOSTER also. At approxinately COO p.n. 
on July 27, 1993, McLARTY advised President CLINTON of the note's 
existence. At approxinately 7:00 p.n. on July 27,. 1993, Attorney 
General JANET RENO and Deputy Attorney General PHILIP HYMAN 
arrived at the White House and were told of the note's existence. 
At thi-t tine, RENO advised that tha note should be turned over 
promptly to UNITED STATES PARK POLICE. HcLARTY stated that the 
note was in fact turned over to the U.6. PARK POLICE at 
approxinately 1:30 p.n. to 9:00 p.n. 
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DAVID CERGEN, Assistant to the President, the White 
Bouse, Washington, D.C., was advised of the identities of the 
interviewing agents and inforaed of the nature of the interview. 
CERGEN provided the following intonation: 

CERGEN advised that on Monday, July 26, 1992, be was in 
Chicago, Illinois with President CLINTON and White Mouse Chief of 
Staff MACK McLARTY. During the afternoon of July 26, 1993, 

CERGEN was advised by McLARTY that a note bad been located at the 
White Bouse by White Bouse Counsel BERNARD NUSSBAUM. CERGEN was 
told that the note was written by VINCENT POSTER and was ralevant 
to POSTER'S suicide. CERGEN and McLARTY discussed this issue at 
which tine CERGEN Bade clear to McLARTY that the note Bust be 
turned over to the law enforcement agency investigating FOSTER'S 
death. McLARTY and CERGEN discussed executive privilege and 
legal issues involved in releasing the note to the proper 
authorities. Because McLARTY and CERGEN were only able to be 
told of the contents of the note and did not view the note in 
person, s Beating was set for Tuesday, July 27, 1993 at 
•approximately 10:30 a.B. at the White House which would include 
McLARTY, NUSSBAUM and CERGEN, at which tine the note could be 
viewed and the appropriate decision Bade regarding the note's 
disposition. 

CERGEN advised that on Tuesday, July 27, 1993, soaetine 
around 10:30 a.B. to 11:00 a.B., a Beeting was held at the White 
House between BERNARD NUSSBAUM, BILL BURTON, MACK McLARTY and 
CERGEN. It was the unaninous opinion of the individuals present 
for the Beating that the note Bust be turned over to the 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE as soon as possible. At that tine, CERGEN 
and the others believed the DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE was the agency 
responsible for the investigation of POSTER'S death. While being 
aware that the note Bust be turned over, CERGEN and the others 
also wanted to advise LISA POSTER, VINCENT FOSTER'S widow, that 
the note had been found and they wanted to show her the note. 
Arrangeaents were Bade to have a Beeting with LISA POSTER at the 
earliest possible tiae on July 27, 1993. It was learned that 
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UtA fOSTB Ml in the proceae of traveling free Arkeneaa to 
Waehlngton, S.C. on July 2V, ltd and the aeetlng vaa achaduled 
through USA FOSTER 'a attorney, JAKES RAKILTON, to take place at 
approximately J : 00 p.a, 

COISIP advieed that the Meting with USA FOSTER did in 
tact take plaoa during the afternoon of July 27, ltd. Alee on 
July 27, ltd at approxiaataly tiOO p.a. the axiatenc* of the 
note wae di telexed to Freeident CUSTOM by KkC* RcLARTf. NeLARTT 
mi told by the Freeident that the note abould be turned over to 
tha appropriate lav anforceeant agency. 

CERCtx edvieed that at approximately 7i0s p.a. on July 
27, ltt>, a aeeting wae held at the White Mouae between Attorney 
Central JANET RENO, Deputy Attorney Central PHIL HEVHAMt. BERNARD 
nvsssaum , haoc hclarty, bill burton and cergdi. At that tlae, 
the exietenee of tha note wae diecueeed with tha Attorney General 
who eteted that the note ahould be turned over to the OXITID 
STATES FARX FCLICt laeedietely. 200 gueetloned tha group ea to 
why the note had not been turned over aooner and ehe wee advieed 
that the only reaeon that the note wae not turned over aooner waa 
that it had been decided to notify Freeident CLINTON prior to 
turning over the note and that the firat opportunity to Met with 
Frexldent CLINTON occurred at apprexiaately »:00 p.e. on July 27, 
1**1. It wae explained that the contenta of the note bad 
potential laplleationa regarding executive privilege. In 
addition it wee explained to the Attorney General that it had 
bean decided to Mat with USA FOSTER prior to tha note being 
dlecleeed. 

CZRCEM advieed that at approxiaataly tips p.a. on July 
27, 1*93, a detective froe tha WITE9 STATES FAJtk FOLIC* arrived 
•t the White Mouae and tha note waa turned over to his at that 
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The undersigned Special Agents (SAs) were present et 
the West Wing of the White House when an inventory wee conducted 
of the contents of VINCENT POSTER'S office.’ The following 
individuals were present during the inventory: 

The White House 

She White House 

She White House 

She White House 

O.S. Secret Service 

0.8. Secret Service 

Departaent of Justice 

Departaent of Justice 

O.S. Park Police 

O.S. Park Police 

rox 

FBI 


BERNARD NOSSBAOM 
STEVEN HEOWIRTM 
CLIFFORD SLOAN 
CHARLES WILLIAM HORTON 
DONALD FLYNN 
PAUL XMBORDXNO 
DAVID KARGOLXS 
ROGER ADAMS 
Captain CHARLES HOME 
Detective PETER KARXLAND 
SA DENNIS M. CONDON 
SA SCOTT M. SALTER 


The Inventory was conducted by BERNARD NU5SBAUM. Only 
individuals enployed by the White House were peraitted to look st 
the items and docuaents within the office. During the inventory, 
BERNARD NOSSBAOM removed the contente of a leather, satchel type 
briefcase which had been on the floor adjacent to the desk. The 
briefcase was identified as belonging to VINCENT FOSTER. She 
items which were in the briefcase (papers and files) were removed 
and reviewed by NOSSBAOM. After those items were reviewed they 
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vara not placed back in tha briafcaaa but they ranalnad on top of 
tha daak. NUSSBAUH than pick up tha briafcaaa and placed tha 
briafcaaa egainat tha back wall of tha office. At tha tine, 
NUSSBAUM placed tha briefeaae against tha back wall it appeared 
aa though tha briafcaaa waa enpty. At no tiaa did tha 
undersigned aganta obeerved tha inaida of tha briafcaaa. 

Items which wara found during tha inventory to be 
atrietly paraonal in nature and not related to VINCENT FOSTER'S 
work at tha White Kouce were reaovad fron tha offiea and turned 
over to an attorney who repreaented tha FOSTER faaily. No lteaa 
were found during tha inventory which were deternined to be 
relevant to the investigation of FOSTER'S death. 
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turraa M. HMD, Assistant Counsel, tbs Mbits Mouse, 
Washington, D.C., was advised of tba identity of tbs interviewing 
agents end inf oread of tbs nature of interview. _ SLOAN provided 
the following information: 

SLOAN advised that be first learned of VINCENT POSTER'S 
death on Tuesday, Only 30, UN at approximately 11:30 p.a. 

SLOAN was aware that POSTER'S office was secured at approximately 
10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, July 21, XSSI, SLOAN was present for 
the inventory of the contents of VINCENT POSTER'S, office which 
occurred on Thursday, July 22, 1SS3. SLOAN advised the 
interviewing agents that be recalled whan BERNARD NUSSBAUM 
exanined the contents of VINCENT POSTER'S briefcase but could not 
recall any specific items which were located in the briefcase. 
SLOAN believed that all tba items wars taken out of the briefcase 
however be did not examine the empty briefcase at that time. 

SLOAN was asked by the interviewing agents to review tba notes be 
took during the inventory of July 22, 1993. SLOAN examined bis 
notes and advised that there was nothing in bis notes which is of 
any use in providing more details regarding tbs inventory. 

SLOAN advised that ha was not aware that a note bad 
been located until the evening of Tuesday, July 27, 1993. At the 
time SLOAN was notified that a note bad been located, tbs note 
bad already been turned over to the UNITED STATES PARK POLICE. 

SLOAN advised that be was told that the note was 
located by STEPHEN NEUWIRTH having been found when NEUHXRTH 
turned VINCENT rosTER ' s briefcase upside down in order to place 
it in a box. As the briefcase was turned upside down several 
scraps of paper fall out of the briefcase and NEUWIRTH 
subsequently located more scraps of paper Inside the briefcase. 
The scraps of paper were assembled and the message on the note 
could be read. 
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SUM advised that ha was net surprised that tha nota 
was located In tha bottom of tha briefcase oven though tha 
brief east had bean previously 'enptied and its contents 
inventoried. SLOAN recalled that after the briefcase was enptied 
by NVSSBAUM and tha eontants reviewed, the enpty briefcase was 
placed on the floor at the spot where he (SLOAN) was standing. 
However, SLOAN did not notice if there were any iteas resaining 
in the briefcase because he "did not look after every det ail. * 
SLOAN was not aware of any ether notes left by VIN CENT FOSTER 
which would be relevant to the investigation of FOSTER'S death. 
SLOAN was also unaware of any circuastanees regarding the 
location of the note in question other than the version given by 
STEPHEN NEUWIRTH. 
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DAVID MARCOUS, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, 
DEPARTMENT or JUSTICE (DOJ) , Washington, D.C. , wee advised of the 
identities of the interviewing agents and informed of the nature 
of the interview. MARGOUS provided the following information: 

MARGOUS advised that ha was present for the inventory 
of the contents of VINCENT poster's office which was conducted by 
BERNARD NUSSBAUM on July 22, 1993. MARGOUS stated that all of 
the items in the office were raviewed only by BERNARD NUSSBAUM 
and Mahers of the Office of the White Bouse Counsel. MARGOUS 
recalled that at one point during the inventory, items were 
removed fron a briefcase in FOSTER'S office and that the iteas 
removed were reviewed by BERNARD NUSSBAUM. MARGOUS believed 
those items to be papers and files. After reviewing these items, 
NUSSBAUM picked up the briefcase which was apparently empty at 
that time and placed it against the back wall of POSTER'S office. 
MARGOUS was not able to observe if there were any other iteas 
remaining in the bottom of the briefcase. 

MARGOUS advised that on July 21, 1993 he understood 
that the inventory of POSTER'S office was to be conducted by both 
White Hpuse personnel and law enforcement personnel. On July 22, 
1993, when MARGOUS arrived at the White Bouse to participate in 
the inventory, BERNARD NUSSBAUM told him that only White Bouse 
personnel would review the iteas in FOSTER'S office. MARGOUS 
stated that this change in the inventory process was a decision 
made by NUSSBAUM. 
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ROGER ADAMS, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE (DOJ) , Washington, D.C., was advised of the 
ldnntities of the interviewing agents and informed of the nature 
of the interview. ADAMS provided the following information: 

ADAMS advised that be was present during the inventory 
of liens located within VINCENT FOSTER'S office on July 22, 1993. 
ADAMS stated that the review of the Itens was conducted by 
BERNARD NVSSBAUM. ADAMS recalled that at one point during the 
inventory NUSSBAUM located a briefcase somewhere behind VINCENT 
FOSTER'S desk. ADAMS recalled that there was sone conversation 
concerning whether or not roSTER carried that briefcase with him 
to and from work on a dally basis. NUSSBAUM removed items from 
the briefcase, those items consisting primarily of papers and 
files and reviewed those items. ADAMS stated that from his 
vantage point he was not able to observe whether there were any 
items remaining in the bottom of the briefcase after the papers 
and files have been removed by NUSSBAUM. 
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MARGARET A. WILLIAMS, Chl«f Of State for the rirct 
Ledy, the White House, Washington, D.C., was advisad of tha 
identitiaa of tha interviawing agents and informed of the nature 
of the interview. WILLIAMS provided the following information: 

WILLIAMS advised that on the evening of July 20, 1993, 
she was at hose when at approximately 9:30 p.m. , she received a 
telephone call from First Lady HILLARY CLINTON who told her that 
VINCENT FOSTER was daad of an apparent suicide. After being 
notified, WILLIAMS left her hone and travailed to her office in 
the West Wing of the White House. WILLIAMS' primary purpose for 
travelling to the White House was that she did not have the First 
Lady's schedule for July 21, 1993 and she did not know if any of 
the scheduled events would need to be canceled. WILLIAMS arrived 
at the White House at approximately 11:00 p.m. at which time she 
vent to the Press Office and spoke to several Individuals there. 
She then went to the second floor where she observed that several 
of the cleaning people were standing in a hall. WILLIAMS then 
vent to VINCENT FOSTER'S office where she observed that PATSY 
THOMASSON was in the office and was sitting at FOSTER'S dask. 
THOKASSON conducted a cursory search of the items on FOSTER'S 
desk which included picking up and looking tlucugh some papers 
which vere located on the desk. THOMASSON stated that she had 
hoped to find a note or something which would give comfort to 
LISA FOSTER, VINCENT FOSTER'S widow. WILLIAMS remained in 
FOSTER'S office for approximately ten minutes and then WILLIAMS 
departed FOSTER'S office. During the time that WILLIAMS was 
there she did not see THOMASSON find a note on FOSTER'S desk. 
THOMASSON remained in FOSTER'S office after WILLIAMS left. 

WILLIAMS advised that she is aware that a note had been 
found which was relevant to VINCENT FOSTER'S suicide. WILLIAMS 
emphasized that she learned of the notes existence only through 
reading the newspapers and she has no other knowledge of the note 
that was found. 
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PATSY L. THOMAS SON, Special Assistant to the President, 
the White House, Washington, D.C., was edvieed o_f the identities 
of the interviewing agents end informed cf the nature of the 
interview. THOHASSOH provided the following intonation: 

THOKASSON advised that on July 20, 1993, ehe was at a 
restaurant in the Georgetown section of Washington, D.C., when 
she was contacted by her supervisor, DAVID WATKINS, and intoned 
that VINCENT FOSTER had been found dead of an apparent suicide. 
WATKINS told THOMASSON that he (WATKINS) was presently at the 
FOSTER hone with LISA FOSTER, VINCENT FOSTER'S widow. WATKINS 
directed THOKASSON to go to the White House and to look in 
VINCENT FOSTER'S office and attempt to find a suicide note. 
THOMASSON did return to the White House, arriving at 
approxinately 10:30 p.B. She went to VINCENT FOSTER'S office to 
look for a suicide note and in doing so she examined the items on 
the top of FOSTER'S desk and she looked in FOSTER'S center desk 
drawer. THOKASSON stated that she looked in FOSTER'S center desk 
drawer because if she (THOMASSON) were to leave a suicide note, 
she would probably leave it in her center desk drawer. THOMASSON 
did not find a suicide note or any other note which ahe believed 
to be relevant to the suicide. THOKASSON told the interviewing 
agents that she did not remove any items from FOSTER'S office. 
THOMASSON added that no one else removed any items from FOSTER'S 
office either. 

THOKASSON advised that during the time she was at West 
Wing on the evening of July 20, 1993, she was aware that BERNARD 
NUSSBAUM was in VINCENT FOSTER'S office et times and that for a 
period of time MARGARET WILLIAMS was in FOSTER'S office. 

THOMASSON stated that she had heard nothing about the finding of 
any note reletive to FOSTER'S suicide. 

THOMASSON stated that on the evening that she went to 
look for the suicide note in FOSTER'S office, she was confident 
that such a note would not be found. THOMASSON described VINCENT 
FOSTER as "stoic* individual who ahe believed would not have left 
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BAVID WATKINS, Assistant to the President, the White 
Bouse, Washington, D.C., was advised of the identity of the 
interviewing egenta end informed of the nature of the interview. 
Also present for the interview wee WATKINS' personal attorney, TY 
COBB. WATKINS provided the following intonation: 

WATKINS advised that on the evening of July 20, 1993, 
after having learned that VINCENT FOSTER had been found dead, 
VATXINS and others went to the FOSTER hone to be with the members 
of the FOSTER fanily. WATKINS was in the company of some UNITED 
STATES PARK POLICE investigators and he learned from thea that 
there was not a suicide note recovered at the scene when FOSTER'S 
body was found. WATKINS stated that during discussions with 
individuals at the FOSTER hone, it was brought up that -there 
could possibly bs s suicids not.* located within FOSTER'S office 
at the West Wing of the White House. In order to determine if in 
fact there was such a note at FOSTER'S office, WATKINS called 
PATSY THOKASSON (a white House employee) and requested that she 
return to the White House and determine if there was a note found 
in FOSTER'S office. WATXINS believed that he made this call to 
THOKASSON at approximately 10:00 p.a. 

WATKINS adviced that THOKASSON called hia back sometime 
after 11:00 p.a. and stated that no note was found at FOSTER'S 
office. 
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found It) Vincent fostek'B briefcase on July at, lHit 


I soda aiatakas froa lgnoranoa, inexperience 
•nd overwork 

1 J did not knowingly violata any law or atandard 
of conduct 

Mo one in tha Nhita Nouaa, to ny knowladga, 
vielatad any lav or atandard of conduct, including 
any action in tha travel office. Thera was no intent to benefit 
any individual or specific group 

The FBI lied in their report to tha AG 
The praaa ia covering up the illegal banefita they 
received from the travel ataff 

The GOP haa Had and aiarapraaentad its 
knowledge and role and covered up a prior inveetigatlon 
The Ushara Office plotted to have excessive 
coate incurred, taking advantage of Xakl and BMC 

The public will never believe the innocenee 
of the Clintona and their loyal ataff 

The VSJ editors lie without consequence 
I was not aeant for the job or the apotlight 
of public life in Nashington. Mere ruining people 
is considered eport. 
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WHITE HOUSE COUNSEL DOCUMENTS 
■TASK LIST.* SCRIPTS FOR CONGRESS AMD DEBRIEFINGS 


1 December 13, 1994 "Task List" by Jahe Sherburne describing 
39 scandals in the Clinton Administration and how White 
House attorneys should work on them (DF 780643-780654) 

2 June 30, 1995 Memorandum to the File from Jane Sherburne re 
Debriefing of Roy Neel's Whitewater deposition (DF 781690- 
691) 

3 July 7, 1995 Memorandum for the File from Miriam Nemetz re 
Debriefing of George Stephanopoulos ' Whitewater deposition 
(DF 781726-728) . 

4 July 8, 1995 Memorandum to the File from David B. Fein re 
Debriefing of Cliff Sloan's Whitewater deposition, (DF 
781708-715) . 

5 July 15, 1995 Memorandum for the File from Miriam Nemetz re 
Debriefing of Patsy Thomasson's Whitewater deposition, (DF 
781731-734) . 

6 July 15, 1995 Memorandum to the File from Jane Sherburne re 
Debriefing of David Watkins' Whitewater deposition, (DF 
781735-738) . 

7 July 18, 1995 Memorandum to the File from David B. Fein re 
Debriefing of Susan Thomases' Whitewater deposition, (DF 
781729-730) . 

8 August 1, 1995 Memorandum to Jane Sherburne and Natalie 
Williams from David E. Kendall (personal attorney for the 
Clintons) re: Representative Clinger Document Request (DF 
781932-933) . 

9 Undated "Questions for Podesta" prepared for Committee 
hearings by White House (DF 781539542) . 

10 Undated, Scripted Questions for Committee hearings prepared 
by the White House Counsel's office (DF 781785-817). 

11 Undated handwritten notes on Counsel's office strategy on 
Travel Office investigation (DF 780920, 781893-900). 
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JCS 

Privileged 


Task List 
December 13, 1994 


1 . Issues 

a. Foster document handling (Nemetz) 

b. Travel Office (Cerf) 

c. White House/Treasury contacts (revisited; report) 
(JCS) 

d. obstruction of justice (DOJ handling of criminal 
referrals; Jay Stephens; RTC whistleblower 
reprisals) (**) 

e. use of White House resources for response efforts 
(Nolan) 

f. Foster suicide (Nemetz) 

g. Espy (ethics; expanded Smaltz inquiry re Tyson's, 
Hatch Act) (Mills/Nolan/**) 

h. Cisneros (**) 

i. Brown (**) 

j . Hubbe 11 ( * * ) 

k. Ickes/union representation (**) 

l. Stephanopoulos/NationsBank (**) 

m. State Department — passport files (**) 

n. Archives — abuse of personnel system (**) 

o. Legal Defense Fund (Mills) 

p. Health Care Task Force (Neuwirth) 

q. White House operations (drugs, passes, 
helicopters) (Mills/Nolan) 

r. residence renovations (Neuwirth) 

s. presidential immunity (Sloan) 

t. White House Arkansans (Thomasson, Nash, Rasco) 

(**) 

u. Pic surplus (**) 

v. improper electioneering (SBA) (**) 

w. GSA (Roger Johnson) (**) 

x. Value Partners (Neuwirth) 

y. presidential campaign (FEC audit) (**) 

z. commodities (Kendall/**) 

aa. gubernatorial campaigns (Lindsey, Wright) - record 
keeping (Kendall/**) 

ab. gubernatorial campaigns - MGSL (Kendall/**) 

ac. Whitewater /MGSL (Kendall/**) 

ad. other MGSL/McDougal (Kendall/**) 

ae. Rose Law Firm (HRC work for MGSL; Frost Case, 

FSLIC representation) (Kendall/**) 

af. David Hale/Susan McDougal/SBA (Kendall/**) 

ag. Tucker (**)»asi 


iniiuian 
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ah. Lasater (bond deala; cocaine; Roger Clinton) (**) 

ai. use of loans to achieve legislative initiatives 
(**> 

aj. ADFA (political favors; Larry Nichols) (**) 
a)c. Mena Airport (**) 

al. troopers (**) 

am. women (Kendall/Bennett/**) 


2. Preliminaries 

a. identify key republican objectives and routes for 
achieving them — e.g. 

i. sustain shadow on WJC character 

ii. hype HRC threat to white men, traditional 
women 

b. identify guiding principles for response — e.g. 

i. nothing to hide 

ii. stick to the facts 

iii. get it right the first time 

iv. keep it simple 

v. resist harassment 

vi. govern America 

c. executive privilege research 

i. OLC state of the play 

ii. comments by republicans re assertion 

iii. protocol 

iv. strategy /principles for asserting 

d. research re entitlement of Congress to HRC/WJC 
transcripts of depositions given to Fiske 

e. research re congressional subpoena power 

i . reach (HRC/WJC) 

ii. precedents 

iii. committee rules 

i v . procedures 

f . research re limitations on legislative power to 
investigate 

i. legislative purpose —■ ■■—!! 

ii. overreaching precedents •»« 

OF 78w»** 
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g. learn new Hill committee jurisdiction, membership 

h. courtesy visits to Hill — member and staff level 
(eg. Frank, Sarbanes, leadership; Harris, Meek, 
etc. ) 

i. consultations 

*j. offensive structure 

i. FEC legal research 

ii. WSC 

iii . DNC/DCCC/DSCC 

iv. surrogates 

k. representation of Administration officials by 
private counsel 

i. compensation 

l. research re proper role of OWHC with respect to 
pre-inaugural issues with an aim toward 
articulating principles for determining who should 
be principal spokesperson on a particular issue 
and the extent to which each (private 
counsel/owHC) should participate. 

Foster Document Handling 

a. independent counsel inquiry 

i. set meeting with Starr 

(1) identify options with respect to 
issuance of report 

(a) precedents 

(2) inquire about status and timing 

(3) HRC/WJC depositions 

ii. status check with counsel for individuals 


congressional hearings 

i. identify likely committees (Senate Banking; 
House Banking, Gov Ops, Judiciary) 

(1) identify friends — key Members and 

staff " s< HIIBBOBIIII 
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(2) identify leadership 

(3) identify key republicans 

ii. congressional visits 

(1) Daschle 

(2) Sarbanes t other Banking 
( 3 } house 

iii. prepare background materials 

(1) assemble public record 

(2) talking points and fact memoranda 

iv. determine how to handle representation of 
individual White House staff 

(1) outside counsel 

(2) attorney fees 

(3) assertion of privileges 

c. press strategy 

d. surrogate role 

i. Hamilton 

ii. identify others 

e. offensive research 

f. issue specific tasks 

i. security/ Livingstone issues 

(1) debrief Joel . 

(2) review Livingstone file N. 

(3) consult with Randy Turk 

(4) interview Livingstone / , , 

(5) fact memo 

ii. inconclusiveness re Williams removal of 
documents 

(1) confer with Ed Dennis 

(2) debrief Joel re security officer 

(3) assemble public reports of document 
removal on 7/20 and statements 
attributed to White House of f icials"=£ 
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iii. chain of custody re transfer of Clinton 


personal 

files 


a) 

complete interviews 



(a) 

Carolyn Huber 



(b) 

Linda Tripp 



(c> 

Deborah Gorham 



(d) 

Bob Barnett 



(e) 

Syvia Mathews 

J 

(2) 

fact 

memo 

(3) 

assemble public record 


(4) 

determine strategy re release 

of WDC 


file 


iv. search of Foster office 

(1) assemble public record 

(a) including any relevant testimony at 
Senate hearing on Foster suicide in 
July 1994 

(2) fact memo 

(3) legal research 

(a) obligation to seal the office 
immediately 

(b) obligation to cooperate with law 
enforcement authorities vs. 
protection of privileged material 

(c) basis for protecting disclosure to 
Congress of privileged material in 
VF office 

(i) basis for resisting 

identification/production of 
all documents in VF office and 
Bernie's safe 

v. delay in surfacing suicide note 
(1) complete interviews 

(a) Gergen 

(b) Burton“«f 


iniliEHBBlI 
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(2) assemble material in public record 

(3) fact memo 

(4) legal research 

(a) obligations to disclose a note to 
law enforcement authorities 

(i) if not obviously a suicide 
note 

<ii) timeliness requirements 

Foster suicide 


a. Chris Ruddy/Center for Western Journalism 

b. causes for suicide 

c. monitor Senate report; coordinate with Hamilton 

d. develop press response 

obstruction of Justice 


a. delay in addressing criminal referrals; DOJ role 
(D.c. and Paula Casey) 

i . determine usual process 

ii. develop chronology/ fact memo with key 
documents 

(1) Charles Banks 

(2) Paula Casey 

(3) (track Lewis correspondence released by 
Leach) 

iii. identify Committee interest (D'Amato; House) 

iv. assemble public record 

b. RTC/Kansas City investigation (suspension of Jean 
Lewis, Richard Iorio etc.; April Breslaw; pre-1993 
activity) 


i. develop chronology of known facts and key 
documents 

ii. interview Breslaw 

iii. identify Committee interest (Leach; Senate) 

iv. examine last day of House hearings for 
offensive help 

Jay Stephens retention“=f 


■ IIIIIII K 
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i. track public record 

ii. identify efforts to give IC civil 
jurisdiction 

iii. identify Committee interest (D'Amato; House) 
White House/Treasury contacts 

a. Senate Report 

i. review/ comment on Report 

ii. keep in touch with Minority Report 
developments 

iii. prepare press strategy 

iv. identify surrogates 

b. White House investigation of White House/Treasury 
contacts (receipt of information about RTC 
investigation; work product; redactions) 

i. prepare file memorandum describing use of 
unredacted transcripts 

ii. determine continuing Bond interest 

c. Truthfulness of White House and other 

Administration witnesses (referral of testimony to 
Starr — Ickes, Stephanopoulos) ■ 

i. consult with lawyers 

ii. identify areas of vulnerability 

iii. research re perjury 

iv. press response 

d. Heads-up policy 

i. surrogates 

ii. uniform application 

iii. Treasury status 

iv. press strategy for release of Committee 
report 

v. work up background paper on precedents 

e. Recusal policies/OGE/ Executive Orders 

i. press strategy for release of Committee 
report 

ii. background paper 

iii. consult with OGE 

iv. consider Executive Order or other response to 
Committee*=:$ 

IHililllUl 
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f. Contacts policy (Executive Order) 

i. press strategy for release of Committee 
report 

ii. background paper 

iii. consult with OCE 

iv. consider Executive Order or other response to 
Committee 

g. Rikki Tigert 

i. determine her first likely congressional 
appearance in the new congress 

ii. assemble public record 

iii. interview Gergen, Tigert and Klein re 
communications on the subject of recusal 

(1) determine response to allegations of 
"pressure" 

(2) determine response to allegation that 
Klein misled the committee 

iv. determine press strategy/ talking points 
smaltz Investigation 

a. Espy — ethics (Mills) 

b. beyond Espy ethics (Hatch Act, Tyson's) 

i. determine charter, scope of inquiry 

ii. determine press strategy 

iii. identify congressional interest 

iv. assemble public record 

v. fact gathering 

White House Whitewater response effort 

a. legal research 

i. the appropriate role of White House staff 
with respect to issues arising pre- 
inauguration (see above) 

b. fact development (scope of effort, etc.) 

c. determine press strategy/develop talking points 

d. assemble public record iHiiniuu 

i. Lindsey involvement prfe-1994 B «£ ^ 780650 
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ii. 


12 . 


13 . 


14 . 


15 . 


ii. I ekes * Ward Room undertaking (1/94) 

iii. Podesta damage control effort 

Cisneros 

a. gather facts 

b. establish contact with counsel 

c. determine press strategy/ develop talking points 

d. identify source of congressional interest 

e. assemble binder with summary and key documents 

Brown 

a. establish contact with counsel 

b. determine press strategy/develop talking points 

c. identify source of congressional interest 

d. assemble binder with summary and key documents 

Hubbell 

i 

a . monitor cooperation « 

b. determine press strategy/ develop talking points 

Ickes (union representation) 

a. monitor 

b. assemble binder with summary and key documents 

Stephanopoulos (Nationsbank) 

a. monitor 

b. assemble binder with summary and key documents 

State Department (passport files) 

a. identify issue 

b. determine congressional interest 

c. assemble binder with summary and key documents 

Archives (abuse of personnel system) 

a. identify issue 

b. determine congressional interest 

c. assemble binder with summary and key documents 

SBA (improper electioneering) HinilUMBnH 

DF 780B51 

a. identify issue 

b. determine congressional interest 

c. assemble binder with summary and key documents “=5 
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17 . 


18 . 


19 . 


20 . 


GSA (Roger Johnson) 

a. identify issue 

b. determine congressional interest 

c. assemble binder with summary and key documents 

FEC Audit 

a. determine congressional interest 

b. assemble binder with summary and key documents 

PIC surplus 

a. identify issue 

b. determine congressional interest 

c. assemble binder with summary and key documents 


MGSL-related 


a . Whitewater Investment 

i. assemble public record 

ii. review documents, including work of 
accountants and tax returns; Lyons reports 

iii. develop fact memo and chronology 

iv. press strategy 

b. MGSL 


i. assemble public record 

ii. review WtC documents 

iii. develop fact memo and chronology 

iv. fact memo 


(1) why MGSL failed; relationship of 
campaign contributions to failure 

(2) Rose Law Firm work '(KRC 1985) 

(a) conflicts 

(b) enabled MGSL to stay open longer 
than it should have 


v. surrogate strategy 

c. Rose Law Firm 
i . fact memo 


■■IMfHII 
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(1) status of conflicts inquiry 

(2) Frost case»«< 
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(3) Rose services to FSLIC related to 
Lasater brokerage firm (HRC 2 hours in 
1987, signed pleadings for VF) 

(4) billing practices 

ii. assemble public record 

iii. determine press strategy 

d. David Hale 
Other Pre-Inaugural 

a. Gubernatorial Campaigns 

i. identify issues 

(1) whether expenditures and loans were 
properly reported under state law 

(a) Lindsey role 

(b) Betsey Wright 

(2) role of the Bank of Cherry Valley 

(3) Starr looking at 1984, 1986, 1990 

ii. interview Kendall; review Kendall documents 

iii. interview Snyder /Lindsey 

iv. fact memo 

v. press strategy 

b. Negative Associations 

i. Jim Guy Tucker 

ii. David Hale (SBAJ 

iii. Jim McDougal 

iv. Dan Lasater (bond deals, cocaine, Roger 
Clinton) 

c. Mena Airport 

i. identify issue 

ii. determine congressional interest 

iii. assemble binder with summary and key 
documents 

d. AD FA 

i. identify issue (political favors) 

ii. determine congressional interest "=6 


1BB1IBI111! 
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iii. assemble binder with summary and key 
documents 

e. Use by Governor Clinton of loans to further 

legislative initiatives 

i . identify issue 

ii. determine congressional interest 

iii. assemble binder with summary and key 
documents 

f. commodities 

i. determine congressional interest 

ii. assemble binder with summary and key 
documents 

g. Paula Jones 

i. assemble binder with summary and key 
documents 

h . Troopers 

i. identify issue (job for silence, other) 

ii. determine congressional interest 

iii. assemble binder with summary and key 
documents ««£ 
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June 30, 1995 




MEMORANDUM TO THE FILE 

FROM: Sherburne 

RE: Rov Neel's Deposition 


Roy Neel was deposed on June 29, 1995 in the presence 
of his attorneys, Justin Simon and Elaine Mitlin (sp?) , by 
Chertoff, with Ben Veniste, Cole and Mitchell. The questioning 
was aggressive but not hostile. Simon thought Chertoff was 
extremely articulate in asking questions but surprisingly poor on 
follow-up. 

Collier Conversation 

Chertoff explored a conversation between Tom Collier 
(Babbitt's Chief of Staff) and Neel. Apparently Collier 
testified that he had called over to the White House and spoke to 
both McLarty (or Burton) and Neel, who blew off his complaints 
about Nussbaum — that he was interfering with the Park Police 
investigation by shutting them out. 

Collier remembered a conversation with Collier but only that 
it was related to articles in the newspaper about how upset the 
White House was over leaks by the Park Police about the 
investigation. He recalls that Collier told him that the Park 
Police were conducting their investigation by the books but Neel 
does not recall that Collier asked him to do anything. 

Neel does not remember if Collier initiated the call or 
whether he called Collier. Neel had been in frequent contact 
with Collier about the North West Forest Management plan and 
other matters so it is possible the conversation about the press 
leaks happened in the course of a call that originated for some 
other purpose. Neel was sure he would have remembered if Collier 
had complained about Nussbaum. 1 

Xr.asb 


1 Committee staff indicated that Collier has notes of his 
conversation with Neel that are in the possession of the 
Committee . 
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Neel said that the trash was in an opaque bag on his desk 
when he arrived in his office shortly before 8 a.m. on July 21, 
1993. He recalls that someone popped in and told him that it was 
trash from Foster's office that had been retrieved the night 
before and stored in his office for safekeeping. He moved the 
bag from his desk to his credenza and went to the morning staff 
meeting. 

The staff meeting was short and he returned to his office 
about 15 minutes later. Shortly thereafter, someone came and 
picked up the trash. 

Chertoff did not seem particularly preoccupied with the 
trash. 

Other 

Neel was asked whether he had conversations with Maggie 
Williams about Foster's office. He said he had one discussion 
with Williams after the note had been given to investigators and 
its existence was about to be released to the press. He advised 
Williams to speak to the ushers about the note before they read 
about it in the newspaper. Chertoff showed no interest in this 
conversation . 

Chertoff asked about meetings to discuss press strategy. 

Neel had no recollection. Chertoff asked about a 6:05 p.m. 
message from Roy to Mack to call him at home. Neel had no 
recollection of why he would have been trying to reach Mack. 
Chertoff also asked whether Neel attended meetings in the 
Roosevelt Room on either July 22 or August 2. Neel did not 
recall . 

Chertoff asked with whom Neel had spoken about his 
deposition, specifically excluding conversations with Sherburne. 
He showed no interest in "water cooler" talk. The deposition 
lasted 45-50 minutes. Chertoff told Neel it was extremely 
unlikely he would be called to testify at the hearing. 


lilllllllll 
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PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 


July 7, 1995 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE FILE 
FROM: Miriam Nemetz 

RE: Stephanopoulos Deposition 


On July 5 , 1995, I received a debriefing from Stan 
Brand regarding George Stephanopoulos 's deposition that morning. 
The deposition lasted 40 minutes. Giuffra did the questioning 
for the majority. Brand reported that Giuffra 's questioning was 
perfunctory with little follow-up. The minority staff did not 
ask any questions. 

Background 

Giuffra first asked a series of preliminary questions 
regarding GBS's position in the campaign and his positions within 
the White House. He then asked about GBS's relationship with 
Foster. GBS said he had very irregular contact with Foster, 
primarily in connection with the Travel Office and Health Care 
Task Force matters. Giuffra did not ask many questions about the 
Travel Office. GBS said he may have attended a meeting regarding 
the Travel Office the day the FBI press guidance came out. 

Giuffra asked whether GBS recalled going to Foster's office and 
he said not really. GBS never spoke with Foster during the 
campaign. 


Giuffra asked whether GBS had any knowledge that Foster 
was handling personal legal matters for the President and First 
Lady and GBS said no. He asked whether GBS had any knowledge 
that Foster prepared the Clintons' tax returns and he said no. 
Giuffra asked who prepared the Clintons' tax returns during the 
campaign and GBS said he did not know. 

Giuffra asked if GBS was aware of a published story 
about Whitewater during the campaign and he said yes. Giuffra 
asked if GBS assisted in the response to the story. GBS said he 
worked on the response along with Paul Begala and Dee Dee Myers 
and then turned the matter over to Jim Lyons. Giuffra asked 
whether Lyons had a relationship with Foster and GBS said he was 
not aware of one. Giuffra asked whether Nussbaum got involved 
with the response to the New York Times article and GBS said yes, 
I think so. 


Giuffra asked about Nussbaum' s frequency of contact 
with the President and the First Lady. GBS said he assumed 
Nussbaum had access to both of them. 
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- 2 - 

GBS became impatient and said he thought he was there 
to answer questions about the night of July 20th, 1993, after 
which Giuffra got to the point. 

Fvents of July 20 

GBS said that on July 20, 1993, he helped the President 
prepare for the Larry King show and stayed to watch it. At the 
beginning of the show. Burton came in to say there was an 
unconfirmed report that someone died. A few minutes later, he 
came back and said it was Foster. Myers, Seidman, Gearan, and 
others were there. 

GBS said he called Hubbell from a hallway in the 
Residence. He reached Hubbell through the operator. He had to 
repeat the news several times because Hubbell was unable to 
absorb it. McLarty called the First Lady. GBS was present when 
he called her. GBS called Dreier and asked him to draft a 
condolence statement. He went upstairs in the Residence briefly. 
He then went to Gearan's office to work on the draft statement. 

GBS left at about 11:00. He did not see Nussbaum that 
night. He did not speak to Burton, Sylvia Matthews, or Maggie 
Williams. He did not speak to McLarty about sealing the office, 
and had no knowledge about that issue. He did not make or 
receive any calls at home. 

Morning of July 21 

GBS arrived the next day at 6:30 a.m. He does not 
recall whether he saw McLarty. He may have seen Nussbaum at the 
senior staff meeting but had no personal contact with him. He 
attended the meeting with the Park Police in Watkins' office for 
a few minutes and then left. 

Giuffra said, it has been reported that you said at the 
Park Police meeting that Foster's death should be investigated in 
the normal way. GBS said he did not recall but that it sounded 
like something he would say. 

Other Questions 


Giuffra asked whether GBS recalled any discussion of 
documents in Foster's office, and he said not at the time. 

Giuffra asked whether he had any knowledge that the President 
reviewed documents from Foster's office and he said no. 

Giuffra asked whether GBS knew when the note was found. 
He said McLarty and Gergen called him from Chicago and he and 
Gergen discussed the release of the note. GBS said he heard the 
note fell out of a briefcase and was in pieces. 
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Giuffra asked whether GBS had conversations regarding 
the disposition of Foster's papers with Nussbaum, Thomasson, the 
First Lady, the President, or Williams, and he said no to all. 
Giuffra asked whether GBS had any role in responding to the press 
regarding the handling of papers and he said no. GBS was asked 
whether he assisted in preparing the First Lady for her April 
1994 press conference and he said no. 

Improper Questions 

Giuffra asked GBS whether he had been interviewed by 
the grand jury, and Brand refused to let him answer. Brand made 
a speech about interference with his client's constitutional 
rights, and said he would not contribute to it by allowing his 
client to answer the question. 

At the end of the deposition, Giuffra admonished GBS 
not to talk about the deposition with anyone else. 
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PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
Draft — 7/7/95 


MEMORANDUM TO THE FILE 

FROM: David B. Fein 

DATE: July 8, 1995 

RE: Cliff Sloan Deposition 


I spoke to Pete Romantowski, who told me the following about 
Cliff Sloan's deposition before the Senate Select Committee. 

Guiffra conducted the examination as if he never questioned 
anyone before. He jumped around, asked irrelevant questions, cut 
the witness off before answering, and asked no follow-up 
questions. The deposition started at 9:30 am, and he did not ask 
about Sloan's notes of the Foster document review until 5.23 p.m. 
cliff's whole story came out in detail but not in a coherent way. 

He started by asking about Cliff's background, his resume, 
and thenhis responsibilities in the WHCO in 1=93. He asked 
about others' responsibilities in the WHCO, and Cliff described 
Beth^olan as ethics. Bill Kennedy as securities, and background 
checks, Steve Neuwirth as varied, legal policy, cases in 
litigation. Guiffra asked cliff to be more specific, and Pete 
interrupted and said he was told they would not get into 
substance other than Foster documents. As with °^er areas in 
which Pete interrupted, Guiffra got annoyed and then moved on. 

Guiffra then limited his question about ^ e ”' B 
to things that involved Foster, and Sloan “® ntio " ed . ^ 
reported to Foster on the Armstrong case and maybe the health 
care task force litigation. Guiffra asked about Steve having 
worked at Wachtell with Bernie, and tried to show a special 
relationship but Sloan resisted, saying that all counsels worked 
with Bernie equally on their matters. 

Cliff was asked where his office was, the extent of Bernie 's 
contact w/POTUS in July 1993 (POTUS in Tokyo, Bernie on 
vacation!; tte extent ot their contact during the entire period 
(oral/written communication on as-needed basis), daily contact 
t?) cliff was asked if he would characterize Bernie as a close 
ilk to POTUS*! don't know, senior staff). Cliff was asked about 
frequent visitors to the counsel suite. 

He was asked a lot of questions about Maggie, her position, 
her contact with the WHCO from June 1993 until Bernie left (Pete 
obiectedaqain re: scope) , did Maggie ever visit the WHCO suite 
!y«? f few times) , the intent of FLOWS' contact w/WHCO from 


llllWIHlllllI 

DF 781708 



778 


June 93 to March 94 and the frequency of her contact, was she 
ever present in WHCO suite (yes, a few times), in June and July 
1993, the relationship between the WHCO and the FLOTUS' Office 
(at this point, Kravitz, who was helpful throughout, teed off on 
Giuffra and said: If you're going to ask irrelevant questions, do 
it once) . 

Sloan was asked about his relationship with Foster, Foster's 
areas of responsibilities (health care, official/personal 
matters, such as matters about the residence, the selection of 
Supreme Court nominees) , he was asked if financial disclosure was 
one of Foster's areas (don't know), tax returns (yes), personal 
legal matters for Clintons (don't know what you mean by that, he 
did what I refer to as personal/official matters) , did Bernie 
work on personal legal matters for Clintons (don't know what you 
mean by personal) , and Kravitz asked why do we care what Bernie 
worked on. Did other associates work on official/personal (Beth 
did on disclsoure) . Did Foster work on Whitewater (don't 
remember any discussion of Whitewater prior to his death, a vague 
recollection as a campaign issue, first heard of it in late 
September 1993), what happened in September 1993, and Kravits 
said there was a full prior deposition last summer on this 
subject and it did not need to be repeated here. 

Sloan was asked if Foster kept a neat or sloppy office, did 
he work at his desk or coffee table, did he maintain papers or 
just magazines on his coffee table (all of which were don't 
recalls). Sloan was asked about the WHCO's central files, the 
location of safes, and burn bag procedures. He was asked how he 
learned about Foster's death, if he heard that any law 
enforcement officers asked the White House to seal Foster's 
office (press accounts only), if he heard that Bernie entered 
Foster's office (yes, learned from Bernie that Bernie went in, 
Maggie and Patsy were present then or shortly, Maggie on couch 
crying, they briefly looked for suicide note on desk, 10 minutes 
or so) . He was asked if Maggie had a close relationship with 
Foster (worked together on various issues) , did Patsy have a 
close relationship with Foster (not that he knows of, were 
acquainted from Arkansas), what was Patsy's job, has he ever 
spoken to Maggie about her activities that night (yes, Maggie 
said the same thing), even spoken to Patsy about that night (yes, 
went in, looked for note, no documents removed) , any recollection 
of FLOTUS calling Maggie that night, Evelyn Lieberman in the West 
Wing that night. Bill Burton (in December 1993, Burton 
buttonholed Cliff and Neal in a hallway and asked if they were 
sure there were no documents taken out of Foster's office that 
night, they said not that they know of, and asked him if he knew, 
and he said not that he knew of) . 

Cliff discussed his and Joel's informal factfinding, in 
which they spoke to Patsy, Maggie and Burton. Did they speak to 
Howard Paster (no) , Sylvia Matthews (earlier in August with 
Gearan, re: burn bag, during which Bernie walked in) , Dee Dee 
Myers (not about what she did) , was she present that night, who 
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did Patsy report to (Watkins) , ever spoke to Watkins about July 
20 (no) , Park Police request to Watkins to seal office (no 
knowledge) , did Bernie open drawers when he looked for note that 
night (don't know) , did anyone remove documents (not that Cliff 
knows) , know of Secret Service agent observing Maggie removing 
documents from WHCO (no knowledge) , anyone observe Maggie, Patsy 
or Bernie remove documents that night (never heard anything that 
would suggest documents were removed on night of 7/20) . 

The questioning turned to July 21. Cliff said everyone at 
the 9 am meeting was in shock and grief. He was asked about 
Betsy Pond straightening out Foster's office and was Bernie 
critical of her for doing that (told Cliff that it would have 
been better if she hadn ' t done it) . 

They took a lunch break at 12:24 p.m. 

Cliff was asked about the Craig Livingstone story, how did 
he hear about it (a call from Craig after his OIC interview and 
Cliff explained the whole story. Cliff was asked about the Park 
Police meeting on Wednesday morning (not present) , the later 
meeting at 4 p.m. with DOJ, PP, FBI (before 4 Cliff learned about 
the trash bag, learned from Steve or Bernie about a time 
sensitive trust document in Foster's office that had to be signed 
by the Clintons) . Cliff was asked whether he was aware of any 
dissatisfaction by the Park Police (no) . Cliff did not see Patsy 
or Maggie on July 21. 

Cliff told his entire account about the 4 p.m. meeting. I 
asked Pete if what questions in particular he was asked about the 
meeting: any agreement re: procedure for review of documents, any 
discussion of DOJ review of documents (no, discussions were 
preliminary and were overtaken events next day) , dissatisfaction 
by Park Police (no) , dissatisfaction regarding delay in 
interviewing secretaries (no) , did Bernie tell law enforcement 
that he, Maggie and Patsy had been in the office the night before 
(don't remember, but he did explain what was going on in White 
House by way of background but don't remember that detail). 

Cliff described how he put the trash bag in the office, and was 
asked questions about that in painstaking detail. 

Cliff was asked if Bernie, on July 21, called Heymann, Reno, 
Margoles, FLOTUS, Maggie Williams. Cliff was asked who Carolyn 
Huber is and whether she tried to call Bernie at about 6:30, did 
FLOTUS speak to Bernie re: documents in Foster's office, 
did anyone from FLOTUS office speak to anyone in WHCO on 7/21 re: 
documents in Foster's office (other than trust document, nothing 
else comes to mind) , any other conversations re: Foster documents 
on July 21 (remember Steve and Cliff prepared secretaries for 
interviews, why?, to facilitiate inquiry, described preparation). 
Cliff said the lock went on the door around 7 p.m.. Secret 
Service had key, no one else. Cliff was asked why a lock and not 
a guard outside the door, and he said that would have been a 
misallocation of resources. 
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Cliff said on July 22, there was no regular 9 a.m. meeting, 
there was the Betsy Pond interview. Cliff was asked why he was 
present, did Bernie direct that, was there dissatisfaction about 
WHCO sitting in (no) , did he advise Betsy Pond how to answer 
(no), did Bernie burst in (no, just came in because he wasn't 
there when it started and simply asked if you have everything you 
need, is everything okay) . Guiffra appeared to dismiss this 
issue as silly. Cliff was asked if he reported to Bernie what 
Betsy said (no) . 

Cliff was asked about the procedures for the review of 
documents Foster's office. Bernie said to Cliff or Cliff and 
David Hargoles that Bernie would would review documents in the 
presence of others in Foster's office, then there was a 
conversation with Heyman and either Hargoles or Heyman expressed 
concern to Sloan about the procedures, Cliff thinks he said to 
Heyman that he had to talk to Bernie about it, Cliff thinks 
Magoles had told Heyman about the procedures, was Heyman angry 
(don't recall any anger, just an issue to discuss), was there an 
understanding that DOJ lawyers were supposed to review the 
documents (no didn't hear that, from DOJ or anyone. Cliff was 
asked if Bernie has said since then that it was a mistake (no) , 
as far as Cliff knew, the issue was resolved by Bernie and Phil 
and we were to proceed as Bernie outlined. Cliff thought to 
everyone's satisfaction, was Park Police a party to the 
discussion (no. Cliff thought it was Hargoles' responsibilities 
to speak on behalf of all investigators) . 

They took a break at 2:45 p.m. 

Cliff was asked to draw a diagram of the office and where 
everyone was, did Bernie state the ground rules (doesn't 
remember) , any questions from law enforcement about how to 
proceed (no) . Cliff picked up the documents, described them, and 
sorted them into (1) Foster personal, (2) anything that anyone 
expressd interest in seeing, and (3) all other documents. Cliff 
said there was not a separate pile for Clintons personal. 

Cliff's rough estimate that it took one hour, he doesn't remember 
what was reviewed first, Bernie did the documents on the desk 
first. Cliff doesn't remember if there were documents on the 
coffee table, he does not think a key was needed to open drawers, 
some things sat where they were and were not in piles. Cliff 
said the 3d pile was biggest — all other, the 2d pile single was 
the size of a redweld folder, the first pile, Cliff doesn't 
remember. Cliff was asked if, as Bernie reviewed documents, was 
he seeking advice (no, he sought their response, whether they 
were interested in them or not) , Bernie held up some documents 
and displayed them in some fashion, did anyone else read 
documents (no) , could law enforcement see the documents (not 
sure) , was Spafford closer to the desk (maybe, but standing to 
side), how carefully did Bernie review documents, did he mention 
the Whitewater file (does not recall), tax returns (does not 
recall but look at my notes) , what was your process for taking 
notes (it was harder as we moved around the room, fewer notes as 
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Cliff questioned what he was trying to do, doesn't remember any 
complaints from law enforcement) . What did DOJ people say 
(people in general expressed their interest in seeing particular 
things), like what (phone message slips, calendar set aside). 

Cliff told the story about his barking at Agent Salter, how it 
became the subject of kidding as Bernie disassocated himself from 
what Cliff said. Cliff apologized. Was there any discussion re: 
attorney/client privilege w/DOJ (doesn't remember) . 

Cliff was asked about a briefcase (doesn't remember where it 
was, or how it was handled, thinks Bernie took documents out of 
it. Cliff's notes from a week later when interviewed by the FBI 
on the subject of the after Steve found it, notes of interview 
are better than present recollection of events re: briefcase) . 

Cliff was asked where he was standing when Bernie reviewed the 
briefcase, what Bernie said, what color was it, did it have 
handles (no, a zipper, and it opened from top and was soft) . 

Cliff doesn't remember saying that Bernie said it was empty, his 
notes show he had the impression that it was empty, he doesn't 
remember looking in briefcase) , did he ever say anything to 
Bernie about the contents of the briefcase (no) , did he notice 
anything, scraps (not that i recall), did he review the trash (a 
reference to it in his notes but no independent recollection) , 
did he leave meeting to get trash (no) , was there a discussion 
with everyone present about what would become of the documents 
(no except for Foster personal, which would be given to Foster’s 
family attorneys and law enforcement would deal with those 
attorneys, Spafford took one box with him, the pile segregated 
for separate review — premise was those would be dealt with 
later, the purpose of the whole thing was to look for a suicide 
note or extortion note. Guiffra pounced on Cliff's reference to 
an extortion note, and Cliff said that possibility was mentioned 
and discussed. 

Cliff was asked who left when, who remained, what happened 
to the documents (he took them and put them in his office and 
they were reviewed by the Park Police on July 30) . He was asked 
about Clinton personal docsuments (his notes refer to get Maggie 
and something to do with Clintons' stuff but he doesn't remmeber 
and he was not involved subsequently, knows that in August 1993, 
he learned they went to Williams and Connolly and he learned more 
in December 1993. Cliff doesn't know how Clintons' personal 
documents were identified; Bernie has since said that Bernie 
sorted them out, Bernie remained remained and continued to review 
documents after meeting, Cliff not there, Maggie picked them on 
July 22, Maggie said she and a legal intern take some documents 
over to the residence, cliff was asked why (I don't know, for 
safe keeping), any discussion of the Clintons' need to review the 
documents (no), did Bernie speak to FLOTUS (doesn't know), did 
Cliff ever speak to Tom Castleton about this (no) , how did the 
documents get from residence to W4C (messenger on 7/27) , did DOJ 
ask for documents to remain intact (no, not that Cliff knew of) . 

Cliff said at the conclusion Bernie said the office would now be 
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open. Did Bernie say it was Impossible to keep office closed 
(don't know) . 

Cliff learned of the suicide- note on Tuesday night, Steve 
and Bernie told him in Steve's office, it had already been turned 
over to authorities, Cliff saw a xerox of the pieces later in the 
year, never saw the original. Cliff was asked about his reaction 
to the note (surprised as to its discovery and its content for 
the pain and torment it reflected), was there any discussion re: 
why note was not found on 7/22 (not that i recall but Bernie 
drafted a proposed statement re: the circumstances. 

At 4:11 p.m., they took a break. 

cliff asked why there was a delay in his being informed 
about the discovery of the note, and he said he did not regard it 
as a delay, there was no need to tell him before then. Cliff was 
asked if FLOTUS received the note, if she was invited to Bernie 's 
office to review the note. 

Cliff was asked if the FBI 302 was accurate. He said his 
notes on the interview are the most accurate. He was asked where 
the 302 is inaccurate, and Pete said no, they would have to go 
over statement by statement. Guiffra could not locate Cliff's 
notes . 

Guiffra identified the following documents: Z000332 (Cliff's 
conversation with Maggie in December 1993, a line by line review, 
it was harmless), Z000334 (touched on briefly), 335, 336-337 (can 
you tell us nature of what's redacted? ask the White House), 337 
(did Michael Berman have a role here) , 338-39 (reference to Jim 
Lyons, are you aware of whether Foster was in contact with Lyons, 
was Lyons a frequent caller to WHCO) , 356-63, 364-80, 340-55 
(Guiffra did not understand the typed script of Cliff’s notes 
which he gave to Joel, why prepared? for your convenience, 
people like you and others who couldn't read Cliff's handwriting, 
cursory use of it, Guiffra seemed unacquainted) , 353 (burn bag 
reference), 354 (reference to get Maggie, go through office, get 
Clintons' stuff, doesn't remember, recognizes it as instruction 
from Bernie but had nothing futher to do with it) . 

Cliff was asked again when did Bernie sort out Clintons' 
personal stuff (don't know but Bernie remained in Foster's office 
when law enforcement left and Bernie was still examining 
documents) . Any conversation with Bernie then (yes, Bernie asked 
do we have any obligation to maintain or preserve these 
documents. Cliff said he thought they ought to be maintained, 

Steve wondered whether the Presidential Records Act might require 
them to be retained. Cliff said he didn't know but would be 
prudent to keep them, Cliff left and Steve and Bernie remained 
(Cliff was not asked about how Bernie took a call that Cliff 
thought was from Susan Thomases and Bernie described to caller 
his review of documents and how he throught it struck the proper 
balance) . 
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Gulf fra asked if Cliff's notes had any references to 
Clintons' personal finances, and Cliff pointed out 340 documents 
first, family trust, 352 first family, 350 first family 
investment. Did Cliff discuss with Bernie that Bernie was aware 
that Foster worked on Whitewater (no) , and Kravitz complained for 
the 5th or 6th time because Cliff had to leave by 6 p.m. Cliff 
was asked about 312 and 313, which he thinks he prepared in 
January 1994, in response to misinformation in the press. Cliff 
was asked about Bernie' s subsequent review, why was it done out 
of the presence of law enforcement personnel, Cliff hesitated, 
didn't know, it may not have been subsequent review, Bernie may 
have different recollection of the piles, 2d review might be 
Cliff's own assumption. Cliff was asked about 331, 314-15 (did 
Bernie review it, what use was made of it) . 


At 5:53 p.m.. Guiffra said he had no further questions and 
apologized for taking so long. 

Kravits questioned Cliff for 20 minutes about the following: 

1. Contacts between WHCO and Maggie Williams (not aware of any 
close or special relationship) ; Maggie is well respected and 
liked in the White House, including the WHCO) , was she the only 
assistant to visit the suite (no, lots do) . 


2. Late on July 20, when Bernie called Cliff to tell him about 
Foster, did Bernie say where he was (no he didn't remember him 
saying but he assumed he was there). What was Bernie' s 
emotional state (sad, upset, devastated that night and succeeding 
days) . 

3. Craig Livingstone's call to Cliff had nothing to do with 
nothing. 

4. The trust related document had to be signed imminently. Was 
it taken to residence and locked in closet (doesn't know) . 


*** s. The review of documents in Foster's office, it was made 
clear that law enforcement personnel were free to specify 
documents for further review. Who did? David Margoles. Others. 
No clear recollection. Every document they specified was 
segregated and later made available to them, by July 30, law 
enforcement had opportunity to review every document from 
Foster's office that they had specified, and were given copies of 
everything they asked for. 

6. Cliff was kidded after he barked at Agent Salter. 


** 7. Cliff’s notes from review — Kravitz hammered home 

things that Bernie said, not whispered to Cliff, not what Cliff 
read, but what Bernie said, loud enough for all to hear. 
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8. In the typed script of Cliff's notes, Kravits wanted to 
establish under burn bag, the six bullets, that these items were 
in burn bag, but Cliff couldn't say it for sure. 

At 6:17 pm, Kravitz was done. 

Guiffra made a point of saying that Kravitz had no more 
questions but also said he had no more questions. 

It was confirmed that Cliff would be a hearing witness. 
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PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 


July 15, 1995 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE FILE 
FROM: Miriam Nemetz 

RE: Thomasson Deposition 


On July 12, 1995, I received a debriefing regarding 
Patsy Thomasson's deposition from David Williams. Thomasson's 
deposition lasted from 2:30 to 4:15 p.m. Chertoff and Ben- 
Veniste were the questioners. 

Background . Thomasson was asked whether she had 
provided all documents requested and she said yes. She was asked 
whether she had any relevant diaries or personal notes and she 
said no. Thomasson was asked whether she had spoken to the White 
House Counsel's Office and she said she had spoken with me. She 
said I asked her whether she had gone down the stairs or elevator 
after leaving Foster's office. 

Thomasson was asked a number of questions about her job 
with Lasater. Chertoff established that Lasater was convicted of 
a felony. He asked about a loan that Lasater, Inc. took out from 
Madison Guaranty. Thomasson said the loan was taken out in 1984- 
85 and was due in 1991. She was asked if she was ever CEO of 
Lasater, Inc. and she said yes. During this line of questioning, 
Ben-Veniste objected, and after some jousting Chertoff dropped 
it. 


Thomasson was asked about her job history, how long she 
had known the President and Watkins, whether she worked on the 
campaign (no) , whether she worked in Arkansas government (she was 
appointed to the highway commission by Pryor) , how long she had 
known Foster (a long time) , whether the Rose Law Firm ever 
represented Lasater (no) . 

Travel Office . Thomasson was asked about her work with 
Foster on the Travel Office. Thomasson said the Travel Office 
handled cash and needed to be audited. The White House had no 
in-house auditors, so they decided to hire an outside auditing 
firm. Thomasson, Watkins, and Foster all discussed the matter. 
They hired Peat Marwick, and the auditors found $15 , 000-$l8 , 000 
in cash missing. Thomasson said Kennedy called the FBI, and 
Thomasson said that in Arkansas, you would tell prosecutors about 
a potential offense. She said they knew people from the FBI so 
it was natural for them to talk to them. 


lllHIllllltl 

DF 781731 



786 


Thomasson was asked about World Wide Travel. Thomasson 
said World Wide Travel was hired about a week after the firing of 
Travel Office employees. Chertoff asked why World Wide Travel 
was hired, and Thomasson said she did not know, maybe because 
they worked for the campaign. Chertoff asked whether Catherine 
Cornelius was involved in the change, and Thomasson said no. 
Chertoff was asked whether there was a lot of discussion about 
Travelgate, and Thomasson said no, we talk about operations, and 
don't waste our time with that kind of thing. 


Niaht of July 20th 

Chertoff next began to ask about the night of July 
20th. Thomasson said she was eating dinner at Sequoia when she 
received a page from David Watkins. Watkins told her Foster was 
dead and said, "We want you to go look for a suicide note." 
Chertoff asked who is "we," and Thomasson said she did not know. 
[She later learned that McLarty was at the house and that he and 
Watkins discussed the note. ) 

Thomasson said she first went to her office in the West 
Wing and unlocked the door. She then went to the first floor, 
where she recalled seeing Bruce Lindsey, Dee Dee Myers, and 
Bernie Nussbaum. She said everyone was upset and wondering what 
they could have done. Thomasson told Nussbaum of Watkins' 
request, and they went up the stairs together to the Counsel's 
Office. Chertoff asked why the Counsel's Office suite was not 
locked and alarmed, and she said no. Thomasson said there was no 
discussion about sealing the office with Watkins or with the 
first floor group. Thomasson was asked whether she saw a 
cleaning lady (yes) , whether the lights were on (yes) , an whether 
she saw a guard (no) . 

Thomasson said she went into the office with Nussbaum. 
Nussbaum walked around with his head down; he was shaking his 
head, grieving. In less than ten minutes, Nussbaum left. Then 
Williams came in, talking about Foster, grieving, holding a 
kleenex. Then Williams left and Nussbaum came back in. 

Thomasson walked out ahead of Nussbaum. She does not recall 
whether he locked up. She did not go to Nussbaum 's office. 

While she was in the office, Thomasson sat in Foster's 
chair. She looked on the desktop, in desk drawers, and in the 
briefcase. Thomasson thought that Foster would have left a note 
someplace where it would be discovered not before his death but 
with minimal searching afterward. Therefore, she thought she 
might find an envelope or folded piece of paper on the surface of 
one of the places she looked. 


Chertoff asked whether Thomasson was in the WHCO suite 
for 45 minutes and she said no, less. He asked whether she was 
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there for 30 minutes and she said she did not think so, it seemed 
like a short time, but it was possible. 


She then said, "Let me recreate this," and walked 
through her story again referring to the pager records. 

Thomasson said she and her friends had already gone outside to 
catch a cab when she was paged by Watkins at 10:34. She placed a 
call from a pay phone and held for Watkins for at least five 
minutes. She spoke to him, then waited for a cab with her 
friends This took some time because there were eight people and 

they needed at station wagon cab. She traveled from Sequoia to 
the White House and entered through the Northwest gate. She 
first went to her office, then visited with grieving people on 
the first floor, then went with Nussbaum to Foster's office. 

After she left Foster's office, she saw John Emerson and Dana 
Lawrence and visited with them. Finally she went back to her 
office in time to page Watkins at 11:36. 


Thomasson was asked whether she called Evelyn 
Lieberman, and she said she did not recall. She was asked if she 
went to the First Lady's office and she said no. She was asked 
if the light was on in the First Lady's office and she said she 
did not recall. 


Other Questions 

Thomasson was shown some cell phone records, and said 
she was not issued a cell phone until after Watkins left in the 
summer of 1994. She was asked if she received a page from Mike 
Lufrano and did not recall. 

Thomasson said she did not recall receiving a call 
about securing Foster's office on the 21st. She was asked 
whether she knew the Park Police were there and she said yes, she 
went to the morning briefing. 

Thomasson did not go to the funeral. She recalled no 
conversations about securing the office or moving documents. 


Thomasson was asked when she learned about the note. 

She said she thought it was found the weekend when she was in 
Arkansas in August because she saw it on television. She was 
asked if she was curious about the note and she said no, because 
it said nothing about suicide. In her view, the note was about 
what Foster thought was wrong with politics in Washington. 
Thomasson was asked if she discussed the content of the note with 
anyone and she said no. When asked why, she said she was trying 
to put it behind her. 
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Ben-Veniste asked whether the first page asked 
Thomasson to provide her location and she said yes. He asked 
whether she called from a pay phone and she said yes. He asked 
whether Watkins told her Foster's body was found in Fort Marcy 
Park and she said no. He asked if he told her there was no note 
with the body and she said no. He asked how long it took her to 
get to the White House and she said 15-20 minutes. He asked the 
mood at the White House and she said everyone was upset and 
people were crying. He asked if she assumed Nussbaum would be 
able to let her into Foster's office and she said yes. He asked 
her to describe how she looked into the briefcase. She said she 
opened the flap, closed it again, and left it under the desk. It 
was a very quick search. 
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July 15, 1995 


MEMORANDUM TO THE FILE 
FROM : Sherburne 

Subject: senate Dep osition of David Wetting 


Tv Cobb gave the following report of Watkin's deposition on 
July 11, 1995- Watkins was deposed by Giuffra. Ben-Veniste, Ivey 
and Swan were present for the Minority. 

Background 

Interminable questioning about Watkins' background, 
including questions about the location of Watkins' office and his 
phone number, his responsibilities and title. Giuffra asked 
whether Watkins had responsibility for security matters. Watkins 
said not really, that the secret service reported to him on 
isolated things, spot events. 

Thomasson 

Who does Patsy Thomasson report to (me). What is her job 
(director of OA, involves accounting, personnel, payroll, 
comDUters, etc.) Whether Thomasson had a security clearance on 
7/20 (don't know if she was cleared at that time -- heard she may 
not have been although know that she was cleared at a later 
date). Who had the ability to gain access to Counsel's Office 
(not sure). You? (not sure) Would Thomasson's failure to have 
obtained a security clearance prevented her from getting access 
(not sure) . Did she ultimately receive a clearance (believe so) . 

Are you aware she previously worked for Lasater, who was 
convicted for drug offenses (Ben Veniste objected, calling the 
question a cheap shot and wholly irrelevant) . 

pel at.i onshlp Questions 

What is your relationship with Nussbaum (routine, cordial) . 
With Maggie Williams (worked with her and interacted more 
frequently that with Nussbaum) . With Foster (friend since they 
were 8 or 9 years old; not closest friend; sporadic contact 
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during tlx at Hhita Housa; sora during tha Traval Office 
mattar) . 

What was your role in the caapaign (no official role) . When 
did you first learn about the Whitewater investaent (don't 
remember) . Who is Jin Lyons (a Denver lawyer) . What was the 
relationship between Lyons and Foster (don't know) . 

Travel Office 

Did you have meetings in May with Foster on the Travel 
Office natter? (yes) What was Travel Office matter (following a 
Peat Marwick audit, which documented serious deficiencies in the 
Travel Office operations, Travel Office employees were 
dismissed) . Did you make the decision to dismiss the employees 
(yes, with the concurrence of the Chief of Staff) . Did Maggie 
Williams have any involvement in the Travel Office matter (no, 
none) . Did you have discussions with Foster after the Travel 
Office dismissals became controversial (had discussions with all 
sorts of people, including Foster). Was Foster particularly 
upset (everyone was) . 

Foster Role as Deputy Counsel 

What were Foster's responsibilities (don't know) . what was 
he working on (don't know) . Were you aware he was working on 
Clintons' financial disclosure (no). Were you aware he was 
preparing the Clintons' taxes (maybe knew that) . Did you know he 
was working on personal legal matters for the Clintons (assumed 
he was but that is only an assumption) . Did you know he was 
while he was at the White House (don't recall) . Do you know what 
files he maintained regarding the President's personal finances 
(no) . 


July 20 

How were you notified of Foster's death (Secret Service 
paged Be in a movie theater and reported that Foster had been 
found in Fort Marcy Park and that it appeared he had shot 
himself; they provided a Park Police number to call; I went back 
into theater and told wife, then phoned the Park Police; then 
called Burton who informed McLarty) . Did you talk directly to 
Mack (don't remember that I did) . Did you call Craig Livingstone 
(don't remember — may have). Who does Livingstone report to? 
Isn't he the person to whom the White House had attributed 
responsibility for the backlog in security clearances at the 
time? 


Describe what happened when you went to the Foster home with 
the Park Police (one of the kids answered the door and called for 
Lisa Foster who was then informed of Foster's death) . Did anyone 
at the Foster home talk about a suicide note (not sure) . Who did 
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vou call from the Foster hose (Thomasson, Bowman, Grasier, 

Gearan) . Why Thomas son (ay deputy) . When did you call her 
(don't remember). Around 10-11 (maybe) . What did you say to her 
(asked her to look for a note and she said she would) . Who did 
Hubbell call (don't know). How did Hubbell react to Park Police 
(don't know). Did you escort Park Police to patrol car (don t 
recall) . Did you give them a business card (don't recall) . 

Did the Park Police ask you to seal the office (no). Did 
vou speak to Burton, Gearan, Gergen, Mack or anyone else about 
sealing the office (no) . When did you next talk to Thompson 
(she called back an hour or so later and was at the White House 
and told me there was no note; she did not describe where or how 
she had looked for a note) . Did she tell you whether anyone else 
had looked with her (she mentioned that Nussbaum and Williams 
also had been in Foster's office). What did she say about them 
(they were devastated, crying and on the sofa commiserating) . 

Did she say whether anyone else was in the office (no) . Did she 
say that anyone had removed papers from the office (no) . 

Did you speak to the President that night (yes) ■ To HRC 
(no) . Were you closer to the President than to HRC (yes) . Did 
you speak to Williams that night (don't recall) , Livingstone (may 
have, about going back to the house on 7/21). What is 
Livingstone's relationship to the Counsel's Office (don't know). 

Do you attend Counsel Office staff meetings (no) . 

Julv 21 

Where was the Park Police briefing (in my office because it 
was convenient). Who was present (not sure — at least Nussbaum, 
Stephanopoulos, Kennedy) . Were Hubbell, Burton or Hamilton 
present (don't recall) . Describe the briefing (basically the 
Park Police telling Nussbaum how they were going to proceed; 
really a Nussbaum meeting with Nussbaum responding on behalf of 
the White House) . Did Mack designate Nussbaum to be in charge 
(don't know) . Was there discussion about securing the office 
(don't recall, perhaps some mention of posting a guard) . 

Any further contact with anyone about the investigation 
after this meeting (no, it was off my radar screen) . Did 
Thomasson have a continuing role (don't recall). Were you 
involved in any discussion about Foster documents (no). Did you 
know that Foster documents were being transported to the 
Residence (no) . Do you know whether the President or HRC 
reviewed the documents that were sent to the Residence (no) . 

Note 

Were you involved in discussions about the note (yes, 
everybody talked about it) . Discussions about why Foster killed 
himself (same) . 
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Thomagggg 

Who is Susan Thomasses (attorney from New York, campaign 
advisor working on scheduling and advance and advising on other 
matters on an ad hoc basis; not aware she was working on any 
personal legal matters for the Clintons) . Is she a friend of HRC 
(yes), of the President (don't know). 

Miscellaneous 

Who handled Whitewater press during the campaign (Lyons or 
Betsey Wright) 

Ben-Veniste briefly questioned Watkins. Was Senator Pryor 
at the Foster residence (yes) . Did the Park Police mention when 
they were at the Foster home that they had not found a note at 
the Park (yes) . Did Lisa Foster participate in that discussion 
(yes) . Did you see Livingstone hovering around the Foster house 
on evening of 7/20 (thought so, although wouldn't describe him as 
"hovering") . 
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PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
Draft — 7/18/95 


MEMORANDUM TO THE FILE 

FROM: David B. Fein 

DATE: July 18, 1995 

RE: Susan Thomases Deposition 


I spoke to Benito Romano, who told me the following 
about Susan Thomases' s deposition before the Senate Select 
Committee . 

[Benito will call me back when he gets his notes back; 
their being typed. He provided the following from his 
recollection. ) 

Republicans attempted in the beginning to ask ST to go 
back to describe her work on the campaign on Whitewater, which 
was contrary to BR's understanding w/Chertoff on Thursday. They 
bickered over this for about 40 minutes, settling on ST making a 
short declarative statement about her work on the campaign and an 
understanding that they could come back and ask more on this at 
some later time. 

ST was asked about the suicide, how she learned of it. 
She described her con w/HRC on 7/20, HRC in Ark. , ST thought that 
HRC was with her father who was dying (already dead, with her 
mother) . 

She was shown tel. records and asked if she attempted 
to make contact w/people, including Maggie Williams, in WH, on 
7/20 — no recoil. 

On 7/21, she went to her NY office, then to the White 
House, had con's with a lot of people, including MW, grieving 
over loss of VF. Back to her DC office in middle of afternoon, 
then returned to the White House, saw POTUS later, had personal 
conversation, friend to friend, grieving, sharing loss. 

Con w/MW on 7/21, MW said she and PT had been in VF 
office and no note had been found. 

On 7/22, recalled con. v/BM. BN described how be was 
going to organise review of docs in VF office. ST was asked 
pointedly whether she expressed concern about access to VF office 
and if she had talked to FLOTUS about it. No such con. w/FLOTDS. 
Nor had she expressed concern. Just listened to BM's proposed 
procedure, which she thought was fine and she supported it. 
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BN said that personal papers of Clintons were going to be sent to 
lawyer, and she mentioned, in her deposition, Kendall. Ben-V 
tried to clarify which Williams lawyer, and she thinks Kendall 
was in July /August, but it might have been Barnett or just 
Williams generally. 

Kip read from the deposition of SN and asked if it 
refreshed her recoil. She said it did not. He then read from 
BN # s lengthy answer to this and asked if it refreshed her recoil. 
It did not. 

Then a series of improper questions, which BR and Ben-V 
put a stop to, e.g., is BN lying, is SN lying. 

Did she have subsequent cons w/MW about removal of docs 

— no. 


Did she have subsequent cons w/FLOTUS about BN's 
procedures — maybe, but only after it became public and BN was 
being criticized for it. 

Any con. w/anyone at time of suicide re: process used 
by BN or concern about access to VF office -- no. 

Contrast between her version and BN ' s version — BN 
alluded to reference he thinks Susan made to hearing other people 
expressing concern about access, that ST said she had been 
talking to people and they had been expressing concern or even 
disagreement about access to office. ST has no recollection of 
any debate, disagreement or any conversation about that. BN says 
no mention of FLOTUS. - . ■ ..w 

ST was not asked ask about: VF asked to see her 

outside the-office the week before — VF specifically complained 
about Om worksite had to do, asked ST to talk to BN about how 
much work^tfiere was to do both by him and the others in the 
office, that he was getting files prepare d to send to W&C ,. e.g., 
blind trus^ . ST had cons w/others to get these files to outside 
persons. VF wanted to make sure the files were in shape, e.g., 
with labels, before he sent them to W&C. VF asked if there was a 
Travelgate investig. , how would he cover it, not enough lawyers 
in office. 


BR is travelling on Sat. for two weeks and pressed for 
a date on which he will have to come back to DC for her 
appearance. They told me it was unlikely this week or next week, 
final week is most likely but that's all they could say until a 
few days of the hearings were done. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

ATTORNEY -CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 

August 1, 1995 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: Jane Sherburne 

Natalie Williams 

FROM: David E. Kendall^^/^— 

RE: Representative Clinger Document Request 


Nicole and I have now reviewed the twenty- four file 
folders of documents which this firm received from the White 
House on July 27. 1993, with a view towards determining what 
documents might be responsive to Representative Clinger's 
July 13, 199S letter to me (copy attached at Tab 1). 

Attached at Tab 2 hereto are copies of two non- 
privileged documents which we believe are responsive. Attached 
at Tab 3 are five privileged documents (numbers 16, 17, 18, 19, 
and 59 on the Privilege Log) which we believe conceivably could 
be relevant, although we are not certain and need more 
information. We have indicated on the Privilege Log submitted to 
the Senate Special Committee on Whitewater that four of these 
five documents are subject to a possible claim of executive 
privilege. 

I told Barbara Comstock last night that I believed the 
White House was negotiating with the House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight to establish confidentiality 
procedures for documents produced, and I indicated that I would 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

ATTORNEY -CLIENT PRIVILEGED 
ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 

agree to be bound by such procedures. At Tab 4, I attach a draft 
of a letter to Comstock transmitting whatever documents we decide 
should be produced. 
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2. Well , how did she hear about problems* in the Travel ^y 


Office? 


Did Thomason tell her about problems in the Travel 
Office? 

Wasn't Thomason in the room when she spoke with 
Foster about the Travel office? What did he say 
about the matter? Seems odd he is running around 
the White House telling everyone who would listen 
about problems in the office, but not his close 
friend? 

Why doesn't your report mention Thomason being in 
the room? 


* Why doesn't your report mention Thomason talking 

with the First Lady about the Travel Office? Your 
interview notes with the First Lady suggest she 
spoke with him about the matter. 


3 . What about the comments made by Steve Davison about her 
involvement and that of others? What did you do to 
check out these allegations? Did you talk with 
Thomason about this? Why did you decide not to credit 
them? 

4. Why did you not mention Fan Dozier's statement that 
Thomason told her the First Lady would be mad if she 
knew the WWT people were not working in the Travel 
Office yet? 


5. Doesn't this show how Thomason was moving this thing 
around? Doesn't it explain how Thomason was able to 
spur White House officials to action? 

6. Also Lorraine Voles talks about Hillary and Susan being 
involved in this thing, and that Susan called Mack on 
Hillary's behalf to get the employees fired. 

6. Have you read the description of her involvement in the 
OPR and GAO reports? Those reports suggest that she 
played a far more active role than you describe? 
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** Those reports say she spoke with Thomason on May 
12 about the situation. 

** OPR says she told Thomason that they needed to 
stay on top of the situation, because it would 
make a good story if there was corruption, 
correct? 

** Both reports say she urged that the employees be 
dismissed on May 14 and mentioned they had been 
criticized for slow appointments. 

— Why doesn't your report mention these facts? 
Watkins gave you notes from his conversation 
with her which state this. Did you ask him 
about this? Why not? 

Well, isn't it odd that Watkins doesn't 
mention the First Lady in his interview with 
you, but then turns around and provides you 
with notes of a conversation with her? 

8. Now Watkins doesn't appear to be the only person 

suggesting the First Lady was in the camp that pushed 
for action? 

Mack McLarty wrote, on a chronology prepared just 
a little over a week after the events in question: 
May 16, KRC pressure 

You were given this chronology during your review, 
correct? Your report doesn't mention she 
pressured McLarty; it does not even mention a 
discussion between her and McLarty on May 16 — 
the day before the decision to fire the employees. 

Why did you do to follow up on this? Why did you 
discredit this? CumaMaI U)tt 

B. Involvement ofc Others 

1. Why doesn't the report mention other people who were 
involved? Stephanopoulos also wanted the people out — 
according to Jeff Eller. Steve Davison says the same 
thing. 

2. Carville also was involved, wasn't he? And what about 
Susan Thomases — Lorraine Voles says she called Mack 
on behalf of Hillary. 
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Predetermined Firings 

1. Wasn't the decision made to fire these people before 
Peat Marwick's audit? Well your notes from the 
interview with Ricki Seidman sure suggest the decision 
already had been made. She says the auditors were 
coming in to find out about the operations. (Eller 
says no decision had been made) . 

2. What about these May 13 talking points saying employees 
will be dismissed today? Don't they suggest the 
decision already had been made? 

Didn't Watkins meet with WWT representatives to discuss 
the Travel Office during the transition. Didn t he ask 
Cornelius to prepare memos on restructuring the Travel 
Office? Didn't he also ask Matt Moore for such a memo? 

Why didn't your report address Watkins' lie to McLarty 
that the Peat Marwick review was part of the NPR. 

(Show Podesta O'Connor material re plans) 

Why doesn't your report mention that Patsy Thomasson 
and David Watkins wanted Catherine Cornelius and 
Clarissa Cerda to lie about whether Watkins had read 
their master plan for taking over the Travel Office. 
(Cerda interview notes from second day actually very 
good on this point) 

— Don't these comments suggest an attempt to cover- 
up what really was going on? 

Did you at least discuss this issue with McLarty? 

Shouldn't someone else have had the opportunity to 
assess the credibility of these people? If made, 
the comments surely would have wanted disciplinary 
action. 

Why doesn't your report mention that Watkins and 
Thomason asked Brian Foucart and Clarissa Cerda to 
strongarm Cornelius into resigning? Didn't this 
evidence corroborate the claims of Cerda and Cornel 
about Watkins's and Thomason's statements. 

DF 781541 
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2. Their solicitation efforts were contemporaneous with 
the Travel Office events. Moreover, ICAP was the 
reason Martens "was in Washington at the time" on May 
12, when this thing got rolling. 

3 . Doesn't ICAP show how deeply Thomason and his personal 
interests had infiltrated the White House? Is the 
reason this was not included to avoid mentioning the 
involvement of the President in promoting the financial 
interests of his friends? 

E. Kickback Allegation 

Why didn't you mention that the rumors of kickbacks were 
unfounded? Ross Fisher told you he had never said Dale 
asked him for a kickback? Why not remove the spectre of 
corruption which the White House had improperly cast over 
these poor people? 

F, Peat Marwick audit 

X. why didn't you mention that Larry Herman was angry at 
the White House's claim that the firings were based on 
Peat Marwick's report, when in fact the report had not 
been issued? 

2. Your report implies Peat Marwick was asked to do an 
audit, but could not because the records were so 
disorganized. But the Peat Marwick report says the 
auditors were asked to assess the accounting systems. 
Were you trying to make the situation worse than it 
was? 

g. President 

Why didn't you mention that Lindsey had told President about 
the planned firings two days before they occurred? 

You mentioned that Thomason had told President about the 
problems in the Travel Office in March? Why not this? 

What was the President's real role in all of this? 

H. intef erence w.ifch_th_e_FB_l 

Shouldn't Foster as well as Kennedy have been reprimanded 
for intef ering with the FBI's investigation into the Travel 
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Questions 


Tab Descriptions 

1. I CAP Project 

2 Questions on White House Cooperation 
with Travel Office Investigations 

3 . Role of HRC 

4 Self-Critical and thorough management review 

5 SGE Status of Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens 

5 . Reprimands 
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ICAP PROJECT 

1 . Now, Mr. Podesta, can you explain this so-called ICAP 
project? 

a. So basically Darnell Martens wanted to do a consulting 
project for the White House, correct? 

b. He wanted to study non-military aircraft owned by the 
federal government, right? 

c. He enlisted the aid of his business partner Harry 
Thomason in proposing this idea to the White House, 
right? 

d. And Harry Thomason spoke with the President and Bruce 
Lindsey about the Martens' proposal? 

e. Martens also spoke with someone at OMB and GSA about 
his idea, correct? 

f. But at the end of the day, no action was taken on the 
project, correct? 

2. Now, this ICAP project had nothing to do with the Travel 
Office or its functions and operations, correct? 

3. But your Management Review was about the Travel Office? 

4 Your task was to examine the Travel Office affair, not the 
federal aircraft fleet, correct? 

5. Nor was your task to examine Mr. Thomason's and Mr. Martens' 
activities generally, correct? 

6. Your task was to examine the Travel Office matter; and you 
discussed their activities to the extent they related to 
that matter. 

STATEMENT: The Management Review did not discuss the Mr. 

Martens' proposal for the simple reason that it 
had nothing to do with the Travel Office matter. 
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QUESTIONS ON WHITE HOUSE COOPERATION 
WITH TRAVEL OFFICE INVESTIGATIONS 


Background 

The Republicans may seek to justify undertaking this 
gratuitous Committee investigation of the other Travel Office 
investigations by attempting to discredit White House cooperation 
with the other investigations. 

Such a tactic can be rebutted by questioning the panel 
witnesses about the nature of their particular inquiries and what 
was sought from the White House in assisting these inquiries. 

It is expected that all witnesses with the exception of 
Michael Shaheen (OPR) will indicate that the White House 
cooperated to the full extent sought by the various 
investigators . 

FBI witness 

1. Isn't it true that the FBI Travel Office inquiry was a 
purely internal one? (Ye s.) 

2. Did the FBI even seek access to White House documents or 
witnesses in its review of the Travel Office matter? (No.) 

3. Can it be said that the White House interfered with or 
failed to cooperate with the FBI's investigation? (No.) 

IRS .Wi t n es s 

1. Isn't it. true that the IRS Travel Office inqiuiry Was a 
purely internal one? (Yes.) 

2. Did the IRS even seek access to White House documents or 
witnesses in its review of the Travel office matter? (No.) 

3. Can it be said that the White House interfered with or 
failed to cooperate with the IRS investigation? (Nor) 

g ft .9 witn ess ( N an cy K ingafeuiy). 

1. In the GAO review that culminated in its May 1994 Report on 
the Travel Office, did the White House provide the GAO with 
access to thousands of pages of documents and scores of 
White House witnesses? (Yes.) 
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2. Did the May 1994 GAO report complain of lack of White House 
cooperation? (No.) 

3. Did the White House honor the agreements reached about the 
nature of the documents sought? (Yes.) 

4. Vincent Foster's file on the Travel Office was turned over 
to this Committee in August 1995. Have you had a chance to 
review this file? (Yes.) 

5. Was this something you would have been interested in 
reviewing before completing the May 1994 report? (Yes.) 

6. Vince Foster's file contains primarily his notes on the 
matter, made after the events themselves, in preparation for 
litigation or hearings on the Travel Office. Would such 
documents fall within the scope of the GAO'S reguest to the 
White House, as narrowed by later negotiations? (No, 
because the GAO agreed not to seek attorney work product 
created after the Travel Office events.) 

7. In fact, didn't GAO ultimately agree that the only attorney 
notes it would review were William Kennedy's notes of 
meetings with the FBI? (Yes.) 

8. Now that you have had the opportunity to review the file, 
have you identified any information in the file that would 
have materially changed the conclusions reached in the GAO's 
May 1994 report on the Travel Office? (No.) 

a. Would the file have changed your conclusion that the 

White House had legal authority to terminate the Travel 
Office employees without cause in Hay 1993? (No.) 

b. Would the file have changed your conclusion that both 
Harry Thomasson and Darnell Martens were not "Special 
Government Employees" subject to conflict-of-interest 
laws? (No.) 

c. Would the file have changed your conclusion that FBI 
and IRS officials' actions during the Travel Office 
events were reasonable and consistent with the 
agencies' normal procedures? (No.) 

OPR Witness (Michael Shaheen) " 

(It is expected that Mr. Shaheen will be a hostile witness, 
asserting that White House cooperation was a problem 
throughout the OPR investigation, and that Foster's Travel 
Office file should have been turned over to OPR 
investigators . ] 

1. Did the MJy.te_House refuse to provide any witnesses that OPR 
sought to interview? (No.) 

sw 



Other than requesting the White House to provide the notes 
from the Management Review's interview of Vincent Foster, 
did OPR request any other of Foster's documents from the 
White House? (No.) 

Other than the Foster interview notes, did OPR request any 
documents of any White House official? (No.) 

Does the OPR report assert that the White House refused to 
provide any material over OPR's objection? (No.) 

If Foster's Travel Office file had been turned over to OPR, 
would the contents of the file have materially altered the 
conclusions expressed in the OPR report? (No.) 

a. Specifically, would anything in Foster's file have 

materially altered the conclusion that " (T)he FBI acted 
properly throughout its dealings with the White House 
regarding the Travel Office matter"? (93) (No.) 

b. Specifically, would anything in Foster's file have 

materially altered OPR's conclusion that " [T]he FBI did 
not lie in its report to Janet Reno?" (93) (No.) 

i. Doesn't the one page of Foster's file that appears 
to be a response to the FBI report comport with 
statements of witnesses made available to OPR that 
that Foster believed the FBI mischaracterized 
certain facts in their report? (OPR report at 
83.) (Yes.) 

Other than the complaint that the White House objected to 
White House officials being asked to sign sworn witness 
statements, did the OPR complain of any other action of the 
White House in respect to its cooperation with the OPR 
investigation? (No.) 

Did OPR investigators ever complain to the White House 
Counsel's office about White House "noncooperation"? (No.) 

Did OPR investigators ever lodge complaints with Associate 
Deputy Attorney General David Margolis, who would have 
handled such matters? (No.) 

Didn't OPR terminate its investigation before completing its 
interview of White House employees? (Yes. OPR ended its 
investigation before completion after Fiske was appointed. 

See OPR report at 7 & n . 6 . ) 

a. So OPR never really finished gathering information from 
the White House, correct? 
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STATEMENT: 


If OPR knew when it ended its investigation that 
it had not gathered all potentially relevant 
information, then it is disingenuous to blame the 
White House when some relevant information OPR 
failed to gather later emerged. 
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BACKGROUND : 


ROLE OF HRC 

THE REPUBLICANS MAY TRY TO SUGGEST THAT THE 
MANAGEMENT REVIEW WAS LESS THAN FORTHCOMING IN ITS 
DESCRIPTION OF THE FIRST LADY '8 INVOLVEMENT IN THE 
TRAVEL OFFICE MATTER. THEY MAY POINT TO COMMENTS 
FROM WATKINS IN THE GAO REPORT ABOUT HIS MAY 14 
CONVERSATION WITH HER AND A CONVERSATION HE 
SUPPOSEDLY HAD WITH THOMASON. WATKINS DID NOT 
MENTION THESE DETAIL8 TO THE MANAGEMENT REVIEW 
TEAK. 

IN ANY EVENT , THE ADDITIONAL DETAILS FROM WATKINS 
RECOUNTED IN THE GAO AND OPR REPORTS DO NOT MAKE 
THE REPORTS INCONSISTENT WITH THE MANAGEMENT 
REVIEW. NOR DO THEY SUGGE8T ANYTHING 
INAPPROPRIATE ABOUT HER EXPRESSIONS OF CONCERN. 

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS 8H0ULD BE USED ONLY IF THfi 
BfiULgg -THE. FIRST LADY IS RAISED BY THE 
8ggupfr yqj Uig t 
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I . First Lady's Involvement in Travel Office Hatter 
Podesta 


A. What was the First Lady's involvement in the Travel Office 
matter? 


1. So the First Lady's involvement in the matter was 
rather limited, correct? 

2. She heard there might be problems in the Travel Office 
and asked the Deputy White House Counsel and the Chief 
of Staff what steps were being taken to examine the 
situation, right? 

a. It is not surprising that Mrs. Clinton would have 
asked Mr. Foster and Mr. McLarty about the matter? 

b. The Chief of Staff and the Counsel's Office would 
have been responsible for looking into allegations 
of wrongdoing in a White House office, correct? 

3. Now, she was told Peat Marwick would be doing a review, 
right? 

4. And after the first day of Peat Marwick's review, she 
received an update from Mr. Watkins on the findings 
from the first day of Peat Marwick's review, correct? 

5. Beyond that, she had no further involvement in the 
matter, correct? 


6. She was not involved in the decision to terminate the 
Travel Office employees, was she? 

7. That decision was made by Mr. Watkins, with Mr. 
McLarty 's approval? 

8. She was merely copied on Mr. Watkins memorandum to Mr. 
McLarty informing McLarty of his decision to fire the 
Travel Office employees? 

9. She did not even see the memorandum until weeks after 
the employees were fired, right? 

10. Now, during all the Travel Office goings on, the First 
Lady was busy working on healthcare reform, correct? 
She was working full-time on this issue, right? 


Is it fair to say that healthcare reform — not the 
Travel Office — occupied her attention in mid-May 
1993? 

>V ■* — 
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B. 


Manaasme pt Revjgw Disclosed Fir** r. ^ dv's hvni w ,.n t 

1. Now, the Management Review discloses her inouiries 
about the Travel office? inquiries 

2 ’ She a f ked Mr> M °Larty and Mr. Foster about the 

situation, and received an update on the Peat Marwick 
review from Mr. Watkins, right? 


3 . 


It also mentions that she was copied on Mr. Watkins' 

terminal Un Vh° Mr \ McLart * -tatin? his decision to 
terminate the employees? 
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opr and gap consistent with Manaae ment .- Bgview' s pegCflPtlon 

nf Her Involveme nt 

podesta 

1 . Now, Mr. Podesta, you are familiar with the GAO and OPR 
reports about the Travel Office matter# correct? 

2. You have read both reports, correct? 

3. In your view, are the reports consistent with the 
Management Review's description of the First Lady's 
involvement in the matter? 

4 . Both reports mention Mr. Watkins' May 14 update of the 
First Lady about the progress of the Peat Marwick 
report, correct? 

5. Neither report suggests that the First Lady had any 
further involvement in the matter after that 
conversation, correct? 


lllflllllll 
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ONLY USE IF ISSUE IS RAISED 

D. Watkins Provides Addit i onal Details _fca OPR apj GA O 


Thomason Conversation 

1 . Now the GAO and OPR reports add a few details not 
mentioned in the Management Review, correct. 


Both report a conversation between Mr. Watkins and Mr. 
Thomason, in which Mr. Thomason said he had informed 
the First Lady of his concerns about the Travel Office, 
rnrrect? 


3 . This conversation does not appear in the Management 
Review, does it? 

4 . Now, you interviewed Mr. Watkins, correct? And you 
interviewed him more than once, am I right? 


5. Did Mr. Watkins mention this conversation? 

6 . Your interview notes with Mr . Watkins do not refer to 
such a conversation, correct? 

7. And you specifically asked Mr. Watkins about his 
conversations on the matter, correct? 


* You particularly probed the conversations on May 
12 — when the momentum began to build, correct. 

You also interviewed Mr. Thomason, correct? And Mr. 
Thomason's interview notes do not refer to a 
conversation? 


9. Now, does this conversation alter your view of the 
First Lady's involvement in the matter? Why not. 
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Additional Details A bout May 1* conversation 

1. The Management Review mentions that Mr. Watkins updated 
the First Lady about the findings of the Peat Marwick 
review on May 14 , correct? 

2. The GAO and OPR reports also refer to this 
conversation, correct? 

3. Those reports provide a more detailed account of the 
conversation, correct? 

4. Those details apparently were provided by Mr. Watkins, 
correct? 

5. How did Mr. Watkins recount those details to you during 
your interviews with him? 

6. Your- notes . from interviews with Mr. Watkins do not 
refer to those details, do they? 


7 . 


Now, according to both reports, Mr. Watkins tells the 
First Lady of the serious financial management found by 
Peat Marwick on the first day of its review, correct? 

(a) GAO writes that Watkins told her Peat Marwick had 
found “sloppy management" in the Travel Office. 


(b) OPR writes that Watkins told her 

about sloppy and near non-existent record keeping 
procedures in the Travel Office. Be a! so fold her 
that the auditors had found petty cash unaccounted 
for. In short, he informed her that things in the 
r Travel Office were worse than they had originally 
thought. 

(c) Now, given the financial disarray he described, it 
would not be surprising if the First Lady said 
something should be done about the matter? 

(d) And in fact the financial mismanagement uncovered 
by Peat Marwick required that action be taken? 

(e) GAO agreed that the Travel Office had seridus 
financial management problems which had to be 
addressed, correct? 


(F) And the Management Review concluded that the 

financial problems were so severe as to warrant 
termination of the two employees who exercised 
financial control over the office? 
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ONLY USE IF ISSUE IS RAISED. 


Rumors Exaggerating Her Involvement Unfounded 


Mr. Podesta , why doesn't the Management Review mention 
the rumors heard by Steve Davison of World Wide Travel 
regarding the First Lady's interest the matter? 

Mr. Davison had no conversation with the First Lady, 
correct? 

Likewise, Ms. Dozier, who heard rumors that the First 
Lady was angry about the Travel Office, did not speak 
with the First Lady, did she? 

And Ms. Cornelius had no conversations with the First 
Lady, did she? 

None of these people had any interaction with the First 
Lady regarding this matter, correct? 

And none of the people who actually spoke with the 
First Lady about the matter portrayed her as being 
"furious" or angry over the situation, correct? 


Mr. Foster did not describe her that way? 


Nor did Mr. McLarty or Mr. 


Watkins? 


DF 781798 



816 


*» [TO BE USED ONLY IE OPR AND GAO 8AY MANAGEMENT REVIEW IS 

INCONSISTENT WITH THEIR DESCRIPTION OP THE FIRST LADY'S 

INVOLVEMENT] 

Nancy Kingsbury 

1. Now, Ms. Kingsbury, isn't it true that the Management 
Review mentions discussions with the First Lady that 
the GAO report does not even include? 

a. The GAO report does not mention Mrs. Clinton's 
conversations with Mr. Foster on May 13? 

b. Nor does it mention Mrs. Clinton's conversation 
with Mr. McLarty on May 13, correct? 

2. Indeed, isn't it true that the GAO report only mentions 
one direct conversation with the First Lady, correct? 

a. Mr. Watkins told you that Mr. Thomason said he had 
spoken with the First Lady, correct? 

b. You never interviewed Mr. Thomason, did you? So 
Mr. Thomason did not tell you he spoke with the 
First Lady, correct? 

c. And the First Lady did not recall a specific 
conversation with Mr. Thomason, did she? So the 
First Lady never said she spoke with Mr. Thomason 
on May 12, correct? 

d. Your report only reflects Mr. Watkins recollection 
of what Mr. Thomason told him, does it not? 

3. Now, Ms. Kingsbury, isn't it true that the one direct 
conversation with the First Lady — the May 14 
discussion between her and Mr. Watkins — is also 
mentioned in the Management Review? 


OPR 

1. Mr. Shaheen, your report also only refers to one direct 
conversation with the First Lady, correct? ^ 

2. The other references to the First Lady are Mr. Watkins' 
recollections of what others told him about their 
discussions with her, correct? 

(a. In fact, the OPR report seems to suggest that 

Thomason invoked the First Lady's name to prompt 
Mr. Watkins to move on the situation, does it not? 
>*.. • — 
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b. Thomason tells Watkins that the First Lady said 
they needed to stay on top of the situation, 
correct? And at that point , Watkins convenes the 
meeting with Foster on May 12, correct? 

c. So it appears from the OPR report that Watkins was 
spurred into action by Thomason 's statements about 
the First Lady, correct?] 

And the one conversation with the First Lady in which 
Mr. Watkins participated was mentioned in the 
Management Review, was it not? 
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RELF-CRITTr&T, AND THOROUGH MANAGEMENT REVIEW 


Podesta 

A. Thoroughness of the Review 

1. Then-Chief of Staff Mack McLarty commissioned an internal 
review of the Travel Office affair in late May 1993, 
correct? 

2 . He asked you and your deputy Todd Stern to conduct the 
review, correct? You two are both lawyers, correct? And 
neither of you was involved in the Travel Office matter, 
right? 

3. What was the objective of this review? What did McLarty ask 
you and Stern to do? 

a. Were you told how to structure the review? 

b. Were any limits or constraints placed on your review? 

c. Were any limits or constraints placed on your ability 

to seek information relevant to your review? 

(1) Did you have the authority to interview those you 
deemed necessary? 

(2) Did you have the authority to request information 
as you saw fit? 

(3) Were White House employees told to cooperate with 
your review? 

d. Would you say you were given free reign in conducting 
the review? 

4. Over the course of your review, you interviewed scores of 
people, both inside and outside the White House, correct? 

a. You interviewed officials from the White House, the 
Justice Department, the FBI and other agencies," 
correct? 

b. You interviewed several private citizens who had 
knowledge of the matters, correct? 

c. You even interviewed officials from former administra- 
tions about past practices? 

>V — 
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d. you did not, however, interview the former Travel 
Office employees, correct? And why was that? 

Now, your review was not conducted only through interviews, 
correct? 


a. You also requested and reviewed documents pertinent to 
the matter? 

b. In addition, you researched policies and procedures of 
the FBI and past White Houses? 


You completed your review in early July 1993, correct? So 
over the course of approximately five weeks, you and your 
team interviewed over 40 people, reviewed documents provided 
by them, and researched agency policies and practices? 

Are you satisfied with the work you did? 

a. Are there any areas you believe you should have 
explored but did not? Were there any close calls? 

What were they? 

b. Are there any individuals you believe you should have 
interviewed but did not? 
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Foster T ravel Office File 

8. Are there any documents you believe you should have examined 
but did not? 

a. What about Mr. Foster's Travel Office file? 

(1) Would you have expected Mr. Foster to have 
provided these documents to you in response to 
your document request? Why not? 

(2) Mr. Foster's notes were not contemporaneous with 
the events in the Travel Office , correct? 

(3) In fact, the first page of the notebook is dated 
May 30, 1993 — more than a week after the Travel 
Office employees were dismissed. 

(4) And some of the entries actually post-date the 
issuance of the Management Review? 

(5) So the notes were simply Mr. Foster's ex post 
facto recollections of the events? 

[(6) And you explored Mr. Foster's recollections of the 
events in your interviews with him, correct?] 

(7) Now the heading on the first page of the notebook 
makes it clear Mr. Foster created this document in 
anticipation of possible litigation, correct? 

(8) This is classic attorney work product, is it not? 

Being a lawyer yourself, you know that 
lawyers do not interpret document requests as 
calling for their work product, correct? 

b. You have reviewed Mr. Foster's Travel Office file, 

correct? 

(1) Is is consistent with what Mr. Foster told you 
about the events? 

(2) Is it consistent with the findings of the ^ 
Management Review? 

Is there anything in the file that would have 
altered the conclusions reached in your report? 


<*• 
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critical. Hard-Hi tting Review 


1 . 


2 . 


Mr. Podesta, your report criticized the White House 
handling of the matter, correct? What were your 
findings regarding White House conduct in this afta 


ir? 


** FBI- initial call to FBI by Associate Counsel 

Bill Kennedy not improper, subsequent actions by 
Kennedy and others conveyed the appearance of 
White House pressure on the FBI. specifically# 
the Management Review criticized (1) Kennedy's 
comments conveying urgency and high level WH 
interest, (2) Kennedy's comment that he would seek 
guidance from another agency, such as the IRS, if 
the FBI did not respond quickly; (3) public 
disclosure of the FBI investigation; and (4) 
s umm oning an FBI press official to a White House 
communications meeting. 

.. Treatment of Travel Office Employees . WH'S abrupt 
dismissal of Travel Office employees was 
insensitive and unnecessary. Moreover, disclosure 
of FBI investigation tarnished their reputations. 


t* Personal Interests . WH failed to insulate manage- 
ment decisions from appearance of influence by 
those with personal interests in the outcomes. In 
this regard, report specifically criticized the 
involvement of Harry Thomason, Catherine Cornelius 
and Jeff Eller. 


** wh Management shortcomings , (l) ha* WH management 
permitted Thomason's involvement in the matter; 

(2) Watkina should not have placed Cornelius in 
Travel Office to make recommendations as to bow it 
should be restructured given her stated Interest 
in running the office; (3) Watkins should not have 
asked Cornelius to be alert to possible wrongdoing 
in the office, since she lacked experience for the 
assignment and was not given any guidance; and 
(4) transition plans were inadequate. 

The Management Review not only catalogues a host of 
White House missteps in the affair, it also names 
names, does it not? 


a. And it does not simply lay the blame on the little 
guys , does it? 

b. The Management Review openly criticizes senior 
*-jfhi£e House officials, including: 
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David Watkins, then-Assistant to the President for 
Management i Administration 

William Kennedy, then-Associate Counsel to the 
President 

Jeff Eller, former Director of Media Affairs 

c. These officials received a televised reprimand as 
a result of the Management Review's findings, did 
they not? 

d. The Management Review was also extremely critical 
of Harry Thomason's conduct in the matter, was it 
not? 

The Management Review was widely praised for its candor 
and refreshing self-criticism, was it not? 
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Ms. Kingsbury 

1 GAO's report echoed many of the Management Review's 
criticisms of White House conduct, did it not. 

2 with respect to the treatment of the Travel office 
employees, the GAO report noted the following: 

"The Management Review [had] criticized the employees' 
removal, concluding that the abrupt manner of the 
dismissals was unnecessary and insensitive. (47) 


"The Management Review stated that "[a] 11 of the 
employees should have had an opportunity to hear the 
reasons for their termination, and should have been 
afforded an opportunity to respond." (48) 

"The Management Review also recognized that the Ph*>l ic 
acknowledgement of the criminal investigation had the 
effect of tarnishing the employees' reputations . (49) 


3 . 


On the issue of favoritism, the GAO report echoed the 
the Management Review's conclusion that the White House 
failed to insulate its management decisions from the 
appearance that personal interests played a role in the 


Regarding WH contacts with 
agreed with the Management 


the FBI, the GAO report 
Review's conclusions that 


— that Mr. Kennedy's comments to the FBI about 
urgency, high level WH interest and involving other 
agencies were inappropriate (64) 

that public disclosure of the FBI investigation 
was improper (61) and 


— that involving an FBI press official in a White 
House communications meeting was insensitive to the 
appearance of WH influence (64) ■*. 


So Ms. Kingsbury, isn't it 
Review criticized the same 
problematic? 


true that the Management 
conduct that GAO found 


llllillllllllll 

DF 781806 



824 


E. OPR Criticized Management Review for Being Too Harsh 


Michael Shaheen 

1. And Mr. Shaheen, isn't it true OPR's report on the 
Travel Office concluded that the Management Review had 
been too harsh in its criticism of Mr. Kennedy? 

2. The OPR report concluded that the Management Review — 
like the FBI internal review before it — should have 
mentioned the fact that none of the FBI agents Kennedy 
dealt with felt pressured by his comments? 

3. OPR offered the following reason for the White House's 
failure to mention this fact: 

We can only surmise that the White House, in an 
attempt to put the Travel Office matter behind it 
for good, adopted the version of events most 
unfavorable to itself and then took action to 
reprimand those involved. 

4 . OPR thus concluded that the Management Review had been 
too hard-hitting in this regard, correct? 
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F. Travel Office Was a Fina ncial Mess 
Podesta 

1. Although the Management Review was extremely critical 
of White House conduct in this matter, it also found 
that the Travel Office was plagued by severe financial 
mismanagement, correct? 

Peat Marwick's review of the Office found 

(1) $18,000 in unaccounted funds over the 17-month 
period examined 

(2) inadequate financial controls 

(3) billing by estimates 

(4) virtually non-existent cash management system, 
lacking even a general ledger or a cash 
receipts/disbursements journal 

(5) inadequate documentation for bills submitted to 
the press 

(6) lack of contract with near-exclusive domestic 
charter company used 

2. The Travel Office affair — however unfortunate — at 
least brought these financial deficiencies to light, 
did it not? 

3. And although the matter was not handled properly, 
wasn't some action required to remedy the financial 
problems found? 

4. Didn't the Management Review conclude the financial 
disarray warranted termination of the two employees who 
exercised financial control? 


Kingsbury 


2 . 


Ms. Kingsbury, the GAO's review confirmed Peat 
Marwick's finding of serious financial management 
weaknesses in the press travel operations, correct? 

GAO's findings mirrored those of Peat Marwick in many 
respects, did they not? For example, GAO's review of 
42 trip files revealed 

** none that included a complete set of bills for the 
press (26) 
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3 . 

4 . 

5 . 

6 . 


** it was impossible to reconcile log of checks 

received by the press with the amounts actually 
owed by the press ( 28 ) 

>i no support for $8,000 in checks written to cash 
( 28 ) 

GAO also reviewed Peat Marwick's workpapers and 
conclusions and found them accurate, correct? Peat 
Marwick's examination of the Travel Office used many of 
the same criteria employed by GAO, correct. 


The financial affairs of the Travel Office were far 
from adequate, correct? They were substandard, were 
they not? 


It would have irresponsible to continue to let the 
office be operated in this manner , correct? 


So you agree that the financial management weaknesses 
found in the office warranted corrective action, 
correct? 
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G. Management Review Recommended Cor r ective Action on Variety 
of Issues 

Podesta 

1. Now, Mr. Podesta your Management Review did not simply 
criticize White House conduct, did it? 

2. You and your team developed a series of corrective 
measures to deal with the problems the review 
uncovered , correct? 

3. Can you describes some of the corrective measures 
undertaken by the White House as a result of your 
internal review? 

** competitive bidding procedures were instituted 
■ ** Commercial Travel was outsourced 

•• Revised guidelines for WR-FBX oontacts developed 
New access procedures instituted 
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SGE STATUS OF HARRY THO MASON AND DARNELL MAPTPNS 

My questions are for my colleagues on the other side of 
this aisle. 

Why are we wasting valuable resources to investigate 
whether, two years ago, a Hollywood producer and his 
sidekick were special government employees (SGE) 
subject to conflict of interest laws? 

If you hadn't noticed, while the Committee's investi- 
gative staff has been obsessed with Harry Thomason, the 
rest of the country has been embroiled in an intense 
debate over issues which affect people's lives. Issues 
such as Medicare, Medicaid, welfare reform, immigration 
and education. 

That this Committee — at such a critical moment in the 
national dialogue — would find an investigation into 
Harry Thomason's SGE status a proper use of taxpayer 
money is truly shameful. 

** The GAO has already examined this burning issue 
and concluded neither Thomason nor Martens was a 
special government employee. 

** Perhaps more important, the Public Integrity 

Section of the Justice Department — which has 
authority to prosecute any violations — tackled 
the question two years ago and has not taken any 
action. 

Our third trip around this well-worn track will not 
yield a different answer. 

Since my colleagues feel that Thomason's SGE status 
and not Medicare, Medicaid, and welfare reform — is 
the burning issue of the day, I would like to ask the 
following: 
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cap concluded T hn^ason was not an S GE 


Haney Kingsbury 

1 your report concluded that Mr. Thomason and Mr. Martens 
were not special government employees, correct. 


2 . 


In making this determination, you considered several 
factors, correct? 

a. you considered Mr. Thomason's consulting project 

for the White House? 

* You reviewed the memorandum he prepared which 
described the project and his findings, 
correct? 

* You interviewed a White House official about 
Mr. Thomason's project, did you not. 

* You knew that Mr. Thomason had met with 
several White House officials as part of his 
research for this project? 

* You reviewed a memorandum provided to him in 
preparation for such meetings, did you not. 

* So from this memorandum, you knew that he had 
met with 19 White House officials, correct. 

* A person can do consulting work for an agency 
and not be a special government employee, 
correct? 

b. You considered the fact that Mr. Thomason had an 

access badge , correct? 

— You reviewed his pass applications, correct. 


d. 


You also considered his temporary use of an East 
wing office, did you not? 


You also considered Mr. Thomason's participation 
in meetings regarding the Travel Office situation, 
correct? 


You spoke with White House officials about other 
activities of Mr. Thomason in the White House. 


You knew that Mr. Thomason had served on the 
Presidential Inaugural Committee, correct. 
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You also knew that Mr. Thonason was working 
in the White House tying up loose ends from 
the Inauguration, right? 

3. So you had all these facts about Mr. Thomason's 
activities and still concluded he was not an SGE? 

4 . Do you still stand by your conclusion? 
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B . Thomason's Recommendations re Use o f Excess pic Funds do _ flot 

Affect his Status 

gs. Kingsbury 

1. Ms. Kingsbury, you stated earlier that a person can be 
a consultant to a government agency and not be a 
special government employee, correct? 

2. Now, does such a person become a special government 
employee simply because he or she makes recommendations 
regarding an agency's operations? In fact, the purpose 
of the consultant's work is often to come up with such 
recommendations, is it not? 

3. Does a consultant become a special government employee 
just because the agency decides to pursue or adopt that 
person's recommendations? 

4. So, the mere fact that Mr. Thomason made recommenda- 
tions in connection with his White House Project work 
should not affect his status, correct? 

5. That is true even if his recommendations involved 
suggestions about supporting White House operations, 
correct? 
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B. Darnell Martens not an SGE 

1. Now, Ms. Kingsbury, you also concluded Mr. Martens was 
not an SGE, correct? 

2. You were aware he had a volunteer pass, correct? 

3. You reviewed his pass application, correct? 

4. You asked White House officials what he was doing at 
the White House, correct? 

5. You knew he had attended a meeting on May 12 regarding 
the Travel Office, correct? 

6. And you still concluded he was not an SGE, right? 


I m 
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C, ICAP Solicitation Would Not Wake Thomason o r Martens, Spec ia 1 

Government Employees 

Podesta 

Now, Mr. Podesta, can you explain this so-called ICAP project? 

1 . So basically Darnell Martens wanted to do a consulting 
project for the White House, correct? 

2. He wanted to study non-military federal aircraft, 
correct? 

3. He enlisted the aid of his business partner Harry 
Thomason in proposing this idea to the White House, 
right? 

4. And Harry Thomason spoke with the President and Bruce 
Lindsey about the Martens' proposal? 

5. Martens also spoke with someone at OMB and GSA about 
his idea, correct? 

6. But at the end of the day, no action was taken on the 
pro j ect , correct? 

Kingsbury 


1. Now, Ms. Kingsbury, you have just heard Mr. Podesta's 
description of this ICAP project? 

2. And you are aware that private parties routinely 
attempt to solicit consulting projects from government 
agencies, correct? 

3. Now, the mere solicitation of such a. project does not 
make those private parties special government 
employees, does it? 

4. So, in your view, would Mr. Martens' efforts to solicit 
this ICAP project have made him a special government 
employee? 

5. This ICAP project does not alter your conclusiqp that 
Martens was NOT a special government employee? 

6. What about Mr. Thomason? Does it change your 
conclusion that Thomason was NOT a special government 
employee? 


** 4 . 
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REPRIMANDS 

The point of this so-called "issue" about reprimands escapes 
me. 


PODESTA 


1. Mr. Podesta, didn't Mack McLarty and Leon Panetta reprimand 
Devid Watkins, Catherine Cornelius, William Kennedy and Jeff 
Eller on nationwide television? 

2. Were those reprimands somehow less real because they were 
publicized on television? 

3. In your view, is a televised upbraiding somehow less severe 
than a note filed away in a confidential personnel file? 

KINGSBURY 


1. Now, you interviewed Mr. McLarty and the four individuals 
who were reprimanded, correct? 

2. And is it fair to say the individuals who were reprimanded 
were not pleased by the fact they had been reprimanded, 
correct? 

None of the individuals denied that they had spoken 
with Mr. McLarty or Mr. Panetta about the Management 
Review and its criticism of their conduct, correct? 

And these conversations took place prior to the public 
announcement of the reprimands, correct? 

3. You also spoke with Mr. McLarty and Mr. Panetta, correct? 

a. What did they say about the reprimands? 

b. And you found their version credible, correct? 


4. Ms. Kingsbury, do you consider a televised reprimand a mere 
slap on the wrist? 

5. Is there any doubt in your mind that these individuals were 
reprimanded? 


DF 781817 
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MISCELLANEOUS TRAVEL OFFICE DOCUMENTS INDEX 

1 May 13, 1993 Talking points on firing the Travel Office 
employees (CGE 7933) 

2 May 13, 1993 FBI e-mail from Richard Wade to Tom Kubic 
regarding the White House Travel Office (AZ000603) 

3 Undated memorandum "For Peter" describing how "Peter" could 
follow the Travel Office employees on a trip (CGE 8268) . 

4 May 19, 1993 Urgent Memo to Janet Reno and Webster Hubbell 
from John C. Keeney regarding the Travel Office firings. 

5 May 19, 1993 Talking Points for Discussion with Travel Staff 
with handwritten comments by Jennifer O'Connor (CGE 7988) 

6 May 21, 1993 Memorandum for John Podesta from Lee Johnson 
regarding Travel Office files and concerns that documents 
were being thrown away (CGE 7763) 

7 June 30, 1993 Memorandum for John Podesta from Mary Beck 
regarding efforts by Chief of Staff's office to obtain the 
personnel files of the seven Travel Office employees 
(CGE29652 ) 

8 July 15, 1993 Memorandum to Irene McGowan from Mary Beck 
regarding tracking down the personnel files of the seven 
Travel OFfice employees. (CGE 22205) 

9 October 12, 1993 Memorandum for the Record Regarding Mort 
Halperin nomination and conversation with Bill Kennedy, 

White House Counsel's office produced pursuant to a subpoena 
to the CIA. 

10 December 8, 1993 letter to Nancy Kingsbury from Todd 
Campbell, Counsel to the Vice President regarding NPR's 
involvement in the Travel Office (CGE 2554) 

11 September 26, 1994 FBI e-mail from Gregory Meacham to Tom 
Kubic regarding indicting Billy Dale prior to the elections 
in November 1994. (FBI 242) 
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May 13, 1993 


FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 
NOT FOR DISTRIBUTION 

Talking Points on Changes in White House Travel Office 

* In response to requests concerning the cost of press travel, 
the White House has undertaken a review of the White House Travel 
Office. As a result of that review, the current employees of the 
White House Travel Office have been 'diseissed effective today. 

* Concurrent with that, the FBI has begun an audit of the 
press fund that is maintained by the White House Travel Office. 

* Future charter and press travel services will be provided on 
an outsource basis with coordination by White House staff. The 
White House believes this will reduce costs. 

* Accounting and billing procedures will be upgraded, allowing 
for improved accountability and more accurate tracking of press 
expenses . 

* Current employees of the White House Travel Office are: 

Billy Dale 
John Drellinger 
John McSweeney 
Barney Brasseux 
Gary Wright 
Robert Van Eimeren 
Ralph Maughan 
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From: Wade, Richard B. (RWADE) 

To: TKUBIC 

Date: Thursday, May 13, 1993 7:22 pm 

Subject: White House Travel Office 

On 5/12/93 Vincent W. Foster, Deputy Counsel to the 
President, advised that Catherine Cornelius, a White House 
employee, had provided him information which indicated possible 
financial irregularities in the White House Travel and Telegraph 
Office 'herein after referred to as the Travel Office) . The 
Travel Office is responsible for arranging travel and hotel 
accommodations for the press corp that travels with the 
President. The Travel office pays for the expenses incurred 
relative to the travel and then bills the press corp which 
reimburses the Travel Office. The funds are deposited and 
withdrawn form a bank account at the Riggs National Bank in 
Washington D.C. It is uncertain at this time whether or not the 
funds are government funds. 

In addition, Ms. Cornelius advised Mr. Foster that she 
recently became suspicious of the arrangement between the Travel 
Office and Ultrair, a company that performs all of the travel for 
the Travel Office. Ms. Cornelius contacted the owner of a 
charter airline company. The owner of the charter company 
advised her that he had contacted Billy Dale, the Director of the 
Travel Office in an effort to obtain business from the Travel 
Office. Mr. Dale allegedly told the owner that he would have to 
pay a 5* kickback in order to obtain business from the Travel 
Office. 

After consultation with the FBI, Mr. Foster advised that on 
5/13/93 the Director of Management Administration for the White 
House was going to initiate a performance review of the Travel 
Office by a team of independent auditors under contract with the 
White House. In addition, since the Travel Office handles money 
the audit will include a review of financial records and 
transactions. Mr. Foster advised that if any irregularities are 
uncovered he will immediately notify the FBI. Mr. Foster was 
advised in the event that irregularities are discovered agents of 
the FBI will be available to investigate this matter. 
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For Peter: 

Arrive at Andrews Air Force Base between 5:00 urn and 5:30 an 
(Enter at Morningside Gate (the sain gate) and ask the 
officer at the gate how to get to BASE OPERATIOHS. As you 
approach BASE OPERATIONS, go towards the right, to the upper 
end of BASE OPERATIONS. This is where you will find the 
PRESS CENTER.) 

At PRESS CENTER, find Billy Dale and John Drellinger (both from 
WH Travel Office) . Dale will be running the Press Center and 
Drellinger will be on the plane. 

ASK BILLY TO GIVE YOU A STAFF PIN, OR GET YOU TO THE PERSON WHO 
WILL GIVE YOU A STAFF PIN. WHEN YOU SHOW YOUR HARD CARD, YOU GET 
A PIN. 

Drellinger should have you seated next to him on the plane. Your 
duties are : 

1. Log, hour by hour, what Drellinger does. Also note 
what Billy did at the airport before you left. 

2. Note any cash Drellinger disburses, the amount (if 
possible to do unobtrusively) and the purpose. 

3. Describe the plane and bus rides, including type of 
plane t bus, layout of plane or bus, food eaten, if it 
was good, whether it was on China, etc. 

You'll be gone for two days. Bob Van Eimeren (WH travel office) 
will have a room in your name at the hotel. You should also meet 
him and log what he does -- as best as you can, as there will be 
two (Drellinger t Van Eimeren) to watch once you get to Dan 
Diego. 

Take good notes with the purpose being that you will be able to 
describe everything that these guys do on a trip. 



CGE 968268 
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MAY I 9 1993 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE URGENT REPORT 

Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

Webster Hubbell 

Acting Associate Attorney General 
John C. Keeney 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 
criminal Division 


Unclassified - sensitive 

Public Integrity Section 
Criminal Division 
Joseoh E. Gangloff, Acting Chief 
Tel.' 514— 14S0 

John c. Keeney 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 
Tel. 514-2621 

White House Travel Offic 
Improprieties 


The Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI") has advised us 
that it has received several allegations from the White House 
Counsel's Office regarding possible improprieties by one or more 
employees in the White House Travel office ("Travel Office*'). This 
morning all employees in the Travel Office were * fired. The 
-combination to the Travel office's safe was changed on Saturday. 

The Travel Office makes travel arrangements for members of the 
media, who cover the President during his trips around the country. 
Typically , it charters an airplane and sets up hotel 
accommodations, using funds it maintains in an account at Riggs 
Bank. The press organizations then reimburse the Travel Office for 
these expenditures, and the account is replenished. 

Last Friday, the White House Counsel's Office advised the FBI 
vat a newly-appointed Travel Office employee had raised concerns 
~oout the unit. This employee reported that an airplane charter 
company executive had told her that the Travel Office had demanded 
a five percent kickback. The employee also reported that she 
uncovered several checks drawn gag g^j^j Jtiggs Account made out to 
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cash. She could find no receipts reflecting that these checks were 
for legitimate expenses. 


Based on these allegations, the White House counsel's Office 
retained the accounting firs, of Peat Marwick to conduct a" audit of 
the Travel office. As part of this audit, which apparently was 
performed on May 15-17, 1993, records were reviewed and Travel 
Office employees interviewed. The FBI has not yet seen the audit 
report, but the White House Counsel’s Office has advised that the 
auditors found the Travel Office's records in disarray and 
determined that during the period January 1, 1992, through the 
present, 17 checks to cash were written. At least seven of these 
checks are not properly accounted for in the Travel Office records, 
and employees interviewed had no adequate explanations for them. 
For instance, when questioned about a $5,000 check to^cash, the 
head of the office claimed no memory of it. The next day, he 
produced out of his desk an envelope containing $4,800 in cash, 
which he said related to this check. The FBI does not know at this 
time the total amount of money that may be involved. 


The White House Counsel's Office has advised the FBI that a 
draft of the audit report is available. The FBI is in the process 
of attempting to obtain a copy of this report and the matter has 
been assigned to the Washington Field Office for investigation. 
The Public Integrity Section will be supervising this 
investigation . 
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Talking Points for Discussion with Travel Staff 


1. As you know, we conducted a performance review and audit of 
this office over the past few days. The results of the 
review point to a need to streamline this office, as well as 
the other administrative offices of the White House. We 
will soon be appointing, as Chris Vein is leaving, a new 
head of the White House Administration Office. We will at 
the same time consolidate that office, putting the personnel 
office, telephone office, photo office and travel office 
under it, as sections rather than independent departments. 

2. Part of the streamlining includes a tremendous change in 
this office. As you know Billy Dale is retiring and we will 
accept his retirement. That there be no misunderstanding, 
the review found that this office is poorly managed. 
Necessary records have not been kept. This office has done 
a sloppy job at keeping other people's money. 

3. Unfortunately, because I am now aware of this problem, which 
reflects poorly on the White House, I now must take serious 
action to remedy the situation. As we bring in the 
necessary financial controls to begin to be accountable to 
our customers, we will reorganize the office. As of 
tomorrow, your services will no longer be needed. You will 
receive pay until June 5 and will receive 30 days of leave 
without pay. 

4. Once a decision to reorganize like this. is made, there is 
no reason to prolong the change-over. So I would appreciate 
it if you would clear out your personal belongings by the 

nni nf tihin irnnln w*y1- • 

5. I'm sorry it had to come to this, but I think it is for the 
good of the White House that we immediately act on the 
recommendations of our review and begin to maintain the 
degree of accountability and sound accounting practices that 
befits this institution. 



■iwiiiiin 
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Nay 21, 1993 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN POOESTA 


FROM: LEE JOHNSON 

SUBJECT: TRAVEL OFFICE FILES 


©:. © p y 


Thursday Horning May 20th, Catharine Comaliua raquaatad boxaa 
from this office. They wars aant to har tha ansa morning . Ha 
haw hoard nothing froo har sines . Ha ara, of coorss, concerned 
about tha disposition of Travel Office files. I've left phone 
sassages with Steve Heuvirth three tinaa, beginning Thursday 
evening, and have received no reply. Thaaa calls vers made 
b ecause for obvious reasons vs believe that there suet he rigid 
procedures established regarding the storage and handling of 
these records. Terry and I agree that these files are definitely 
Presidential records. 

What else can ve/ahould ve do? 


■IIIIIIIW 1 

CGE007763 

OF Iusmo Viu>oc,ier "TD Wf Sec V 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 
Washington. D.C. 20503 

June 30, 1993 





CS 37 . 52 . 


P t ect. 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
STAFF SECRETARY 


FROM: 


MARY COUTTS BE 
ACTING DIRECTOR. 

PERSONNEL MANAGEMEN 1 

Official Personnel/Folders 




Andre Oliver, of the Chief of Staff's Office, requested that 
forward the Official Personnel Folders of seven White House 
travel office personnel for your review. They are attached. 


i? 


ti 



i 


The contents of these records are covered by the Privacy Act of 
1974, have restricted use and should be protected carefully. 
Please keep these folders in a locked place when not in use. 
Their contents should not be disclosed to anyone unless they 
demonstrate an official need. 


When you have completed your re-vi^w^ please call me on 395 1147, 
so that I may have them picked tag, — 


r 






Y’> 


. V s 



WiilBlMOT 

CGE 029652 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 


15— Jul-1993 08:25am 

TO: Irene H. McGowan 

FROM: Mary C. Beck 

Office of Administration, PMD 

SUBJECT: A Favor 

Irene , 

On 30 June, Andre Oliver in the Chief ofd Staff's Office signed 
out the OPFs on the 7 travel office employees. Since they have 
had them for at least two weeks I began tracking them down. 

Andre said he had turned them over to Cliff Sloan in the White 
House Counsel's Office. 

Cliff said he turned them over to Jodie Torkelson. 

This should not be happening. Please call Jodie and ask her to 
return the OPFs ASAP. 

Thanks , 

Mary 


■HP 

CGE 022205 
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MEMORANDUM for the record 


SUBJECT: 


Halperin Nomination - Conversation with Bill 
White House Counsel's Office 


'A*1t 


<WJ> 


1. As agreed in earlier discussions with the Gen< 

Counsel, Page Moffett, and Janet Andres, I called Bill /Kern* 
this afternoon to review where matters stood. / 

2. I reported on the General Counsel's earlier rfonvera 

with DOD/GC Jamie Gorelick, noting our understanding that the 
Administration, based on her discussions with Senator* Nunn' s v » 
staff, had concluded that Senator Thurmond's letter do the DCI r 

was not an official Armed Services Committee request /and shouldf^ j 
not be treated as such. On the other hand, I informed Kennedy » . * 
that Gorelick had indicated an interest in whether ttie ‘cable 
from Athens station* mentioned in paragraph 2 of Thurmond's » 

letter actually existed and what it said. I alerted Kennedy to .V 
our concern about initiating any document searches in this mattferp 
except in response to a specific (preferably written) request t 
from the White House. I also noted that tomorrow *as October 13, 
the "deadline" Thurmond had set in his letter for h CIA response: 
we had already received staff inquiries on what we were doing and 
would have to explain by tomorrow at the latest *fy we had taken 
no action. 

3. Kennedy expressed appreciation for our Actions to date 
He had not spoken to Gorelick about her discussions with Nunn's 
staff and wished to do so before deciding whether 
search for the Athens . cable. U tnld K e nne dy thjrt 
reasonably confident-tilSf' the cable, if it existed, 
located quj^Klyif' we; received an authoritative tasking 
inter im,^Kennedy asked that we abstain from doing 
searches^, "don' t hit a lick," to use his precise 






4 . With respect to what we rilytit tell Senator Thurmond or 
his staff, Kennedy agreed with my suggestion that CIA say simply ryy. 
that we had consulted the White House,* had been informed that thqj^ ^ 
letter was not considered an official committee request, and had . ' 
been instructed not to provide any documents to the Senator at 
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this time. Kennedy added that, if the- Senator or his staff 
wanted a name in the White House, we could offer up his. 


John R. Byerly 


cc: Elizabeth Rindskopf 

Janet Andres 
Page Moffett 
David Pearl ine 
Ann Baughman 
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OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 

WASH! NQ TON 


December 8, 1993 


Ms. Nancy R. Kingsbury 
Director 

Federal Human Resource Management Issues 
General Government Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washington. D.C. 20548 


Re: The National Performance Review 


Dear Ms. Kingsbury: 

At the request of W. Neil Eggleston, Associate Counsel to the President. I am 
writing this letter to set forth our understanding regarding the Vice President's National 
Performance Review ("NPR") and the audit conducted of the White House Travel 
Office beginning on May 14, 1993. 

As you know, the NPR conducted a wide-ranging survey of the operation of the 
federal government and recommended numerous changes to make government work 
better and cost less. As part of that survey, the NPR included a review of certain 
activities of the White House, under the general guidance of the Assistant to the 
President for Management and Administration, Mr. David Watkins. However, the NPR 
review did not include any audit of the White House Travel Office. 

At the time the NPR review was undertaken, the Vice President also suggested 
that each agency of the government conduct its own independent review of its internal 
operations. Many agencies responded positively and conducted reviews of the offices 
under their authority. I am generally aware that the White House Office and the 
Executive Office of the President conducted independent reviews of this sort. Again, 
however, these reviews were not conducted under the authority of the NPR. 

I have enclosed a copy of the NPR report. As you will see, the report 
mentions the White House, but does not address the Travel Office. 

Sincerely, 

\ C Hex. 

Todd J. Campbell 

Counsel to the Vice President 
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From: 

To: 

Date: 

Subject: 


MEACHAM, GREGORY D. (GMEACHAM) 
TKUBIC 

Monday, September 26, 1994 10:42 am 

WHTO 


Regarding your inquiry this morning. I contacted Jane who 
advised that she was advised by SA Pam Bombardi, that DOJ Trial 
Attorney Stuart Goldberg had stated that he wanted to "do the 
indictment before the elections, probably on October 4, 1994." 

You will remember that the government was basically ready to 
indict in August when the subject changed attorneys. The new 
team of attorneys have represented that Dale wants to make a 
presentation and explain what happened. This offer was made by 
prior counsel. Although DOJ is very anxious to hear what Dale 
has to say they have been waiting since August and their patience 
grows thin. Also to sweeten the pot the new defense teak has 
offered to allow the interview of Dale’s children by the 
government. This is another source of inquiry DOJ would like to 
pursue. However, the fact remains that DOJ was ready to indict 
in August and nothing has happened to change their position. The 
defense, seemingly, is controlling the time of the indictment in 
the short term because DOJ who like to hear what Dale and his 
children have to say. It may be that DOJ intended to fix the 
time of the indictment for early October recognizing that 60 days 
was adequate for the new attorneys to review the case and make a 
determination as to how Dale intended to proceed. 


CC: JERICKSO 


FBI -000002 4 2 
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MINORITY VIEWS ON THE TRAVEL OFFICE REPORT 


We recognize that the manner in which the White House handled the firing of the 
Travel Office employees unfairly tarnished the careers and reputations of employees, 
particularly those with no financial responsibility for the Travel Office operations. It is not 
our intention to excuse the conduct of the White House staff, and indeed, the White House 
Management Review was itself critical of the firings, and resulted in reprimands for four 
individuals. If the Majority had focused on issues related to the inappropriate treatment of 
these employees, we may very well have supported its report. 

Throughout this investigation, we in the Minority have attempted to address the 
concerns identified as leading up to the problems in the Travel Office. For example, 
Representative Carolyn Maloney introduced H.R. 2888, the Executive Office Travel 
Management Improvement Act of 1996, to privatize the Travel Office operations so that 
taxpayers would not have to subsidize a travel office for the White House press corps. The 
Majority refused to hold any hearings on that legislation. 

Instead, the Majority has resorted to making baseless allegations transparently 
designed for partisan political gain in the midst of a Presidential election, and we must 
therefore strongly dissent. In sum, the Majority should be embarrassed by this report. 

In a report whose credibility was publicly shredded even before it was distributed to 
Committee members- including a retraction by the Wall Street Journal of allegations that 
President Clinton met with Harry Thomason on July 8, 1993, because the President was in 
Tokyo at the time- the Majority concocts a tale of conspiracy and intrigue that even Tom 
Clancy could not invent. The Majority’s report is filled with politically charged allegations 
based on the flimsiest of circumstantial evidence if not outright errors. 

Without a single shred of evidence, the Majority accuses the President of misusing his 
office, abusing executive privilege, and obstructing the various investigations into the Travel 
Office firings. To the contrary, as we will thoroughly document in these views, the White 
House provided to this Committee every single document it demanded nearly 80,000 pages 
- despite the Majority’s overbroad subpoenas and numerous new requests. In fact, every 
time the White House attempted to accommodate the Majority, the Majority would come 
back with new demands and accuse the White House of stonewalling. We can only conclude 
that this was an orchestrated attempt by the Majority to create the impression of a cover-up 
by the White House for purely partisan purposes. 


Without even calling in a single Justice Department witness, the Majority accuses its 
career prosecutors of allowing the White House to manipulate the criminal investigation of 
Billy Dale. In fact, there is no evidence of any political interference in the investigation and 
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prosecution of Mr. Dale, and the Majority has refused to release the Department's 
prosecution memorandum which details its case against him. If the Majority really wanted to 
determine whether the prosecutors had acted improperly, why didn’t they depose them? We 
can only conclude that the truth was not part of their political agenda. 

The Majority goes to great length to refute allegations of corruption in the Travel 
Office, yet refused to investigate the charges raised during the Reagan Administration of 
questionable behavior by the Travel Office staff, including the improper acceptance of 
gratuities. Nor would they agree to the requests of Representative Kanjorski to review 
documented claims of travel misuse during the Bush Administration. While conducting its 
own closed interviews of the fired Travel Office employees, which have never been provided 
to the Minority, the Majority refused to allow the Minority to depose these individuals or to 
question any witnesses with knowledge of activities under Republican administrations. 

The Majority accuses the President of establishing a “cover-up” by placing Chief of 
Staff Mack McClarty in charge of the White House Management Review since he was 
involved in the firings. The Majority ignores the testimony of all those involved in the 
Management Review that Mr. McClarty in no way interfered with that report, and that the 
authors of the report, John Podesta and Todd Stem, were chosen by Mr. McClarty precisely 
because they had no involvement in the firings. 

These baseless allegations demonstrate that this report is nothing more than a partisan 
witch hunt intended to embarrass a Democratic Administration shortly before the Presidential 
election. This politically motivated wild-goose chase might be amusing if it weren’t so 
reckless and offensive. The Majority’s actions in the course of this investigation have 
seriously undermined the long traditions of bipartisan comity and cooperation that this 
Committee has practiced for decades. It has repudiated a long-standing practice of this 
Committee by issuing subpoenas without even informing the Minority, let alone obtaining a 
vote by the Committee. It has ignored the precedents of the House and the advice of the 
Parliamentarians in making arbitrary rulings against the rights of the Minority. It has 
threatened individuals with contempt without even affording them the opportunity to appear 
before the Committee and answer the accusations. It has allowed Majority staff to run 
roughshod over the rights of witnesses. 

In sum, the Majority has done everything in its power to abuse its authority for 
partisan gain. The Majority's conduct in the course of this investigation has been so 
egregious that it has done serious harm to the credibility of its report and of this Committee. 

Despite the Majority’s numerous unprecedented demands, the Clinton Administration 
produced every document asked for, more than 130,000 pages. 

The Majority goes to great lengths to accuse the White House of a massive cover-up 
and cites as evidence its obstruction of the Committee’s investigation. In fact, the 
Committee has demanded tens of thousands of documents that go to the core of the 
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President’s office. These requests- followed by subpoenas- are unprecedented. Previous 
administrations have never allowed the access to staff and records that this Administration 
has routinely granted, save those rare investigations of criminal activity that rise to the level 
of Constitutional importance, such as the Watergate and Iran/Contra scandals. 

A review of the unreasonable requests and demands by Chairman Clinger demonstrate 
that rather than obstructing this Committee’s investigation, the White House has attempted to 
accommodate the Committee's needs in a timely and responsive manner. Yet, at every turn, 
the Majority has responded by further unreasonable demands and then public claims of 
cover-up. 

On January 1 1 , 1996, the Committee sent far-reaching and broad subpoenas to the 
Custodian of Records at the White House Office of Administration and a subpoena to the 
Custodian of the Records at the Executive Office of the President. 

In correspondence to the Committee, John Quinn, Counsel to the President, raised 
significant issues of privilege regarding three categories of documents subpoenaed from the 
White House. Mr. Quinn argued that turning over these documents to the Committee would 
chill the deliberative process of the President’s Counsel and the President’s closest advisors. 
In addition, Mr. Quinn argued that the documents requested were not pertinent to the 
Committee’s investigation. Moreover, Mr. Quinn argued that the Committee refused any 
effort to reach an accommodation on these documents. 

Despite numerous requests over a three month period by the President’s counsel to 
resolve all remaining White House Travel Office issues, the Chairman made no effort to 
accommodate the concerns of the Executive Branch. On the other hand, Mr. Quinn made 
several reasonable proposals to provide the Committee with access to confidential documents 
in order to accommodate the legitimate needs of the Committee. 

The real motivation of the Majority’s claims of stonewalling and cover-up by the 
White House- and its contempt resolution against White House Counsel John Quinn- are a 
carefully orchestrated effort by the Republican leadership to embarrass the President in the 
closing months of this election year . These effoits were made clear in a memorandum from 
Representatives Bob Walker and Jim Nussle to all House Full and Subcommittee Chairmen 
dated April 23, 1996. That memorandum follows: 

[insert memorandum] 
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To; A* House ftil and Subcommittee Chairmen 
from! Sob Walker and Jim Nussle 
Subject: Request for information - URGENT 
Pate Apr! 23, 1996 


Memorandum 


On behalf of tn« House Leadership, we have been asked to cull all committees for 
information that you already have on three subjects listed below. We ire compare 
information for packaging and presentation to the Lttderthlp for deteminini the agenda. You 
are a tremendous source for this project The tubjeets are: 

a Waste, Fraud and Abcse in the GJntctt Administration 
O Influence ofWMhingwo Labor Union BoweVGorruptlon 
O Example* of Dishonesty or ethieat tapsei in the Ointon Administration 

PVraac h*« your itaff review pertinent GAO reporti, I mpedOr General reports or committee 
investigative materials or newspaper arsdai for departments and agencies within your 
jurisdiction that expose anecdotes that amplfy these areas. 

Send your material to GWil Thornes at H-226, U.S, Capital or fax it to fi- 1 1 16. W« need this 
information as soon as poulbie - no later than dose of buiiness on Friday, April 26, 


cc House Republican Leadership and ccmmteae saff d rectors 



862 


On May 2, 1996, only nine days after the Republican leadership issued this 
memorandum, the Committee announced the scheduling of a Committee meeting for May 9. 
to consider the contempt resolution. There was no consultation with the Minority Members 
of the Committee or the White House about the contempt resolution before sending out the 
Committee meeting notice on May 2. The failure to even consult with the Minority 
Members of this Committee about an issue of such importance strongly suggests that this 
resolution was politically motivated. 

0 ^ Be,ween Januar >' 11 “d February 26, 1996, the White House sent to the Committee 
28,000 pages of documents. (Since that time, a total of nearly 80,000 pages of documents 
have been provided by the White House, and another 50,000 by the Department of Justice 
and the FBI.) However, because of the enormous breadth of the subpoena, there were a 
number of confidential and sensitive documents covered by the subpoena. In order to 
provide the Committee with access to those confidential documents, John Quinn presented a 
proposal to Chairman Clinger. That proposal is contained in a February 26, 1996 letter from 
John Quinn to Chairman Clinger. In that letter Mr. Quinn stated: 


As you know, the nature of this internal deliberative material was the subject of discussion at 
our February 15, 19% meeting. At that meeting we described the materials we are prepared 
to have you or your staff review jn c amera and those that we are seeking your agreement to 
withhold altogether. This material is limited to (1) documents related to the ongoing criminal 
investigations of the Independent Counsel; ( 2 ) materials created in the course of preparation 
for Congressional hearings; (3) materials prepared in responding to this and other 
Congressional subpoenas; (4) White House Counsel vetting notes, staff meeting notes, and a 
subpoenaed legal analysis document unrelated to the Travel Office issues; and (5) personnel 
records which are of the type that are subject to the Privacy Act. We understand that von are 
considering our positions and the concents whic h support them. This material is not included 
in this production. (Emphasis added) 


Unfortunately, Chairman Clinger never responded to this or any other proposal of 
Mr. Quinn. 

By February 26, the White House had virtually completed its document response to 
the Committee. As John Quinn stated in his letter of February 26 to Chaiiman Clinger: 

As you are aware, we have made a number of interim productions and have already provided 
the Committee with 28,000 pages of documents, including over 17,000 pages provided since 
January 22, 19%. We believe, with this production, the White house will have virtually 
completed its response to this subpoena. Given the breadth of the subpoena, of course w. 
may find additional documents. Should this occur, we will provide them to the Committee, 
promptly. (Emphasis added) 


Consistent with Mr. Quinn's promise to Chairman Clinger in his letter of February 
26, to turn over to the Committee any additional documents uncovered, on March 4, March 
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8, and March 15, the White House sent to the Committee three very small supplemental 
productions of documents. However, inexplicably Chairman Clinger responded by sending 
a letter to Mr. Quinn dated March 20, 1996 critical of Mr. Quinn for uncovering additional 
documents. Chairman Clinger stated in his letter: 

Indeed, the February 26, 1996 production was to have been the final production except for the 
documents being held in suspension. In spite of this assurance, your March 15, 1996 
production included still more responsive documents which clearly did not fall within your 
privileged categories. It is clear that we need to come to closure on all outstanding 
subpoenaed documents. 

On March 21, 1996 John Quinn wrote a letter to Chairman Clinger restating what 
Mr. Quinn made clear in his February 26 letter to Chairman Clinger, that if additional 
documents were uncovered he would ensure that they were turned over to the committee: 

1 thus made absolutely clear to the Committee that we would continue to work to confirm that 
there were no further responsive documents and that should we locate any further material, we 
would promptly provide it to the Committee. 

In that same letter Mr. Quinn renewed his request to Chairman Clinger to work out a 
compromise on the issues of privilege: 

I look forward to discussing further with you the quite separate matter of our privileged 
documents. The issues raised with regard to those documents, of course, have nothing to do 
with either the discovery or the production of the letter about which you wrote me. 


Chairman Clinger once again never responded to Mr. Quinn’s efforts to reach a 
compromise on this issue. This was the second time that Chairman Clinger ignored a direct 
request from Mr. Quinn to resolve the outstanding issues of privilege. 

On March 26, Chairman Clinger wrote to John Quinn and asked him to explain why 
the White House had instructed Mr. Craig Livingstone, Director of White House Personnel 
Security, to invoke executive privilege at a staff deposition taken on March 22, 1996. On 
March 27, Mr. Quinn wrote back to Chairman Clinger and explained that the White House 
did not instruct Mr. Livingstone to invoke executive privilege and that Mr. Livingstone did 
not invoke executive privilege as far as he could determine. In that same letter Mr. Quinn 
for the third time asked Chairman Clinger to resolve the issues of privilege: 

As you know, we have had preliminary discussions about resolving White House privileges in 
the course of this part of the Committee's investigation; but as of yet we have not had the 
opportunity to resolve that issue. I hope we will be able to meet soon to address that issue. 


Without ever responding to John Quinn’s third request to work out an accommodation 
on the issues of privilege, on May 2, 1996, Chairman Clinger sent a letter to John Quinn 
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informing him that a Committee meeting was scheduled for May 9, to vote a resolution of 
contempt against him unless all White House documents are turned over to the committee by 
close of business on May 8, 1996. 

In a letter dated May 2, 1996, Ranking Minority Member Cardiss Collins wrote to 
Chairman C linger indicating that she disagreed with the decision to seek a contempt 
resolution because Chairman Clinger had not attempted any accommodation with the White 
House. In addition Rep. Collins specifically requested a hearing before proceeding with the 
contempt resolution: 

In order for the Committee Members to have an understanding of all issues involved in this 
resolution, I request a hearing on this matter prior to any committee vote on this resolution. 
Fundamental due process and basic fairness require that each of the individuals who are 
identified in the resolution should be allowed to testify on the issue, and present their case. To 
su ggcst that individuals have willfully refused to comply with a Congressional subpoena and 
should be considered in contempt of Congress is a serious charge. At a mini mum, they 
deserve to be allowed to provide the committee with their testimony on the issue. 


In a May 3,1996 letter to Chairman Clinger, John Quinn again attempted to resolve 
the matter. In that letter, he clarified the three areas of confidential documents that the 
White House had provided to the committee: 

1. Documents relating to ongoing grand jury investigations by the Independent Counsel; 

2 . Documents created in connection with Congressional hearing(s) concerning the Travel 
Office matter; and 

3. Certain specific confidential internal White House Counsel office documents including 
“vetting” notes, staff meeting notes, certain other counsel notes, memoranda which 
contain pure legal analysis, land personnel records which are of the type that are 
protected by the Privacy Act. 

In that same letter John Quinn pointed out that the material for which the committee 
was threatening contempt go far beyond events relating to the Travel Office matter itself. He 
also, once again, renewed his request to reach an accommodation on this issue. 

On May 3, 1996 Chairman Clinger wrote a letter to Ranking Minority Member 
Collins denying her request for a hearing to resolve the privilege issues. 

On May 6, 1996 Chairman Clinger wrote a letter to John Quinn refusing to discuss 
any accommodation or compromise and merely demanded all of the documents. 

On May 6. 1996, John Quinn again wrote to Chairman Clinger offering to resolve 
these issues: 

My offer to work with you to reach a compromise stands. I believe we have not exhausted the 
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opportunities for accommodating the Committee's needs consistent with the President’s interest 
in protecting confidential White House communications. For example, I gather from news 
reports that you are particularly concerned about material related to the IRS and FBI inquiries. 
To the extent we have such documents, I am prepared to discuss making them available to 
you. 


On May 7, 1996, Chairman Clinger wrote back to John Quinn and once again 
rejected his offer to reach any compromise. 

On May 8, 1996, Chairman Clinger finally agreed to a meeting with Congresswoman 
Cardiss Collins and John Quinn. At that meeting Mr. Quinn presented a new proposal. He 
outlined the confidential documents that he was prepared to allow committee staff to review; 
he offered to produce a privilege log and provided a strict timetable by which all of this 
material would be available. Chairman Clinger agreed to consider Mr. Quinn’s offer. 

Within an hour after that meeting Chairman Clinger wrote to Congresswoman Collins 
rejecting Mr. Quinn’s latest offer and refusing any compromise, but invited Mr. Quinn to 
submit his view on the issue of executive privilege. 

On May 9. Mr. Quinn wrote back to Chairman Clinger to explain his objections to 
providing the Committee with the three categories of documents. In that letter he also 
renewed his interest in reaching an accommodation with the Committee. In the final 
paragraph of his letter Mr. Quinn wrote: 

As always, I remain willing in the meantime to discuss this matter with you so that the 

legitimate needs of the Committee and the interests of the White House can be met. 


One final time Chairman Clinger did not attempt any accommodation with the White 

House. 


The White House, after invoking Executive Privilege, nevertheless allowed 
Committee members and staff to review those 2000 privileged pages to assure themselves 
that there was no evidence of criminal conduct in those pages. After reviewing these 
documents, Chairman Clinger still demanded that nearly 80 percent of those privileged 
documents be provided. Rather than continue playing this cat-and-mouse game with the 
Majority where cover-up is alleged and documents selectively leaked, the White House 
decided to simply make all of its records available to the public. A letter dated August 15, 
19%, from White House Counsel John Quinn to Chairman Clinger, describes the frustrations 
the White House was having in light of the Majority's repeated failure to keep its 
agreements: 

[insert letter] 


7 



866 


THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASH (NOTON 


August IS, 1996 


BY.ayffi.CSJ3flBS^ 

The Honorable William P. CUagsr. Jr. 

Chairman 

Committee on Government Hafbnn and Oversight 
U S. House of Repiweutatives 
2157 Rayburn Honae Office Building 
Washington, D C. 20515 

Dear Mr. C hapman: 

Hor several wombs, we have wotted with you to Sod appropriate ways to 
provide your Couumdee InfbrmMion it has requested ragadhg the White House Travel 
Office and other matters. We have sought to accommodate the Committee's reeds while at 
the same time ensuring that we protect the ooafldentislity of communications m.*. on behalf 
Of the President, including the official wort of White Home lawyers, in accordance with 
long-standing principles of separation of powens and executive privilege. An you know, the 
Attorney General and canter officials at the Department of Jatstioe have substantiated the 
President's claim of privilege with respect to over 1,800 pages of material sought by your 
Committee. 


In June, we took the extraordinary step of providing you and your staff with 
access to the documents in question. We did so after reaching an understatKlIiig with you 
and Congresswoman Collins that these privileged materials would not be copied or divulged 
beyond the Committer s members turd staff. This was thought by til involved to 
accommodate fhiriy Congress' asserted need for the infbttmtioa, while (vumrviwmg the 
Executive Branch's need to provide confidential advice to the President and to conduct 
candid delibe ra tio ns in furtherance of bis work. 

In accepting access to the documents on this basis, you agreed to follow a 
specific procedure and employ a particular standard in the event you thought that /docunvml 
firom among these materials should be made public. Nevertheless, last week, I received a 
letter (ran you seeking the release of three braid categories of documents (tom among the 
approximately 1,800 pages nibjea to our agreement. This was followed by a letter from 
Barbara Olson of your staff specifically identifying ovarii ,400 pages - nearly 80 percent - 
of the privileged documents Out she has told us you insist we provide the Committee no later 
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Hon. W illiam F. Clklger, Jr. 
August IS, 1996 
Page 2 


than tomorrow. Neither your tetter nor tile Olsoo letter make* the slightest acknowledgement 
of the process url standards to which we ail agreed in June. 

This abrogation of our agreement gives us grave concern. We thought we had 
mapped a way to work together to satisfy the needs of both Congress and (he Executive 
Branch. We spent many bouts, together with Mrs. Centre, working with yon to craft what 
we understood you but agreed was a workable, bipartisan arrangement fordetc n a hd ng the 
co nditions under wtikdi we would provide the Committee with copies of privileged 
documents. But your commitment to lienor our igreenmt has been replaoed, apparently, by 
this unilateral demand. And, no doubt, this demand will be followed by 61se charges that 
we are abusing executive privilege if we insist upon following the procedure you agreed to 
follow in June. 

As I have said to you repeatedly, there is a strong interest on the part of the 
Presidency as an institution in the confidentiality of communications such as those reflected 
in the dneumenre you have demanded. Our assertion of this interest has ted been out of 
concern over the contem of these documents; as you well know after the long hours you 
have spent reviewing them, the documents confirm that these matters were bandied property. 

Be that as it may, there is an equally strong public and constitutional interest 
in ending the disparagement of the Presidency on which your Committee hat embarked. In 
die past, the Committee baa bandied documents inappropriately, leaked selective portions of 
documents and deposition testimony in a manner that appears to be deliberately designed to 
unfairly impugn people, and read passages from privileged documents into a deposition 
record in plain violation of our agreement. All of Otis suggests that the Committee's 
investigation is not a search for the truth but a politically motivated partisan attack on the 
President. 


The American people deserve better. They deserve to leans the whole truth 
firsthand and not through the filter of out-of-context leaks and mischatacseritatims of 
privileged communications. Accordingly, in view of your determination to abrogate entirely 
the agreement you struck with me regarding the circumstances under which any of these 
documetds might be made public, given the Committee's abuse of our attempts to 
accommodate your needs, and considering the nature of the matters at issue hue, the ‘‘ 
President has dlwwmrt me to release the documents you have demanded to the public. Only 
by elevating to the court of public opinion our constitutional dispute over the Executive 
Branch’s attempts to caret the needs of the Congress can we undo the damage your 
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Hon. Wiliam F. Clinger, Jr. 
August IS, 1996 
Page 3 


Commune hu dona to the KptrUion of powers and aamrc the American people that this 
Administration hu acted properly is regard to thane matters. Your copies are enclosed. 



Enclosures 

cc: Honorable Cardin Collins (w/endoancs) 
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In sum, the White House has made available to this Committee every single document 
that it has demanded, despite the unreasonable natures of those demands and the utter 
unwillingness of the Majority to reach any accommodation on privileged documents. 

The Majority’s partisan conduct has damaged this Committee’s credibility 

The conduct of the Majority during the course of the Travel Office investigation has 
seriously damaged the credibility of this Committee, which until now had enjoyed a long and 
well-deserved reputation for fairness, bipartisanship, and the responsible conduct of oversight 
intended to improve the economy and efficiency of the Federal Government. It also has a 
long tradition of comity and cooperation between the parties. The Majority unfortunately has 
targeted its only significant oversight to embarrassing the White House purely for political 
gain, while abusing the rights of witnesses, ignoring Committee rules, essentially renouncing 
Committee practices and precedents, and otherwise acting arbitrarily in ruling against the 
rights of the witnesses and the Minority. 

The catalog of abuses is lengthy, but is important to include at least the most 
egregious of them in these views, beginning with the unprecedented authority received by 
H.Res. 369 to compel witnesses to submit to sworn staff depositions. While we have 
supported our Committee’s efforts to obtain all of the relevant information regarding the 
Travel Office firings, we doubt that this resolution, which grants authority to staff to conduct 
sworn depositions, was necessary. H. Res. 369 was an unprecedented grant of authority to 
the staff of a standing committee during the course of an ongoing investigation on the eve of 
a Presidential election. Under such troubling circumstances, there is a heavy burden on the 
proponents of the resolution to show a compelling need for such authority. We should not 
act just for the convenience of the staff, or because of an isolated case of a reluctant witness. 
There must be a convincing case that without this authority, the Committee cannot complete 
its investigation. 

According to Chairman Clinger's letter to the Rules Committee, the sated reason for 
the Resolution was that “ . . . we have been faced with the reluctance and even refusal of 
certain potential witnesses to voluntarily submit to staff interviews preliminary to a hearing. 
We are aware of no evidence that witnesses have refused to cooperate with the Committee 
during the course of this investigation. Further, we know of no witness who has refused to 
provide testimony to the Committee under oath. The Rules Committee received no 
documentation nor testimony demonstrating a compelling need for this extraordinary 
authority. 

To the contrary, the record suggests that witnesses agreed to cooperate with the 
Committee, except when unwarranted conditions were demanded by the Majority staff. To 
the extent that witnesses were reluctant to submit to interviews, it was only after demands by 
the Majority staff that Minority staff not be present, or that interviews be taken under an 
oath administered by a staff that lacked such authority. 
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Both the Parliamentarians and the American Law Division of the Congressional 
Research Service had told Majority staff that there was no authority for staff to take sworn 
depositions absent a resolution by the House. Yet, knowing full well that they lacked both 
the authority to require a sworn deposition and the ability to administer an oath to witnesses, 
the Majority staff repeatedly threatened witnesses in an effort to force them to comply. 

This behavior by the Majority staff was described in a letter to Chairman C linger 
dated December 4, 1995, from David H. Williams, the attorney representing Patsy 
Thomas son: 


I called Ms. Bracher [Barbara Olson, a member of the Republican staff] back and told 
her that Patsy would still appear for a voluntary interview (provided that Democratic staff be 
allowed to attend, and) that I needed a commitment from her to confirm her agreement to this 
condition. Instead, what I got. was a series of threats that she would subpoena Patsy to a 
sworn deposition. . . and that. . . Patsy could be in a lot of trouble in refusing to do this 
interview privately as she had demanded. 


An additional letter dated February 20, 1996, from Stephen L. Braga, the attorney 
representing Catherine Cornelius, to Chairman Clinger’s staff provides further evidence that 
Chairman Clinger’s letter to the Rules Committee was not accurate. In it, the attorney for 
Ms. Cornelius agreed to make her available for a transcribed interview provided that both 
Majority and Minority staff were present. The Majority staff turned him down, however, 
because he would not agree to swearing in his client, even though the Majority staff knew it 
had no legal authority to do so. 

Abuse of Subpoena Power 

The Majority has essentially renounced the Committee’s long tradition of 
bipartisanship in the use of Committee subpoenas. Instead, it has acted behind Members’ 
backs to issue subpoenas for hearings and for documents without demonstrating any 
compelling need. We can only conclude that the Majority has abused the subpoena authority 
for partisan political purposes, and not for any serious exercising of oversight for which the 
authority was intended. 

As Ranking Minority Member Collins wrote to Chairman Clinger on August 2, 1996: 

I am thoroughly opposed to your partisan use of the committee’s subpoena power to 
gain further documents relevant to the committee’s FBI file investigation. For as long as I 
served on this committee, until this Congress, subpoenas were always issued only after 
concurrence with the Ranking Minority Member or upon a vote of the committee. You have 
apparently once again unilaterally issued a subpoena. 

The Majority’s first partisan use of its subpoena power came earlier this year when 
Chairman Clinger issued a subpoena to David Watkins to appear at the Committee’s January 
17 hearing. Chairman Clinger made the following incorrect statement during the hearing: 
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“The point has been made here that this is a very partisan exercise. I would point out that 
these subpoenas that have been issued in this matter have been done on a bipartisan basis 
with the consent of the minority. " 

However, the following exchange made it clear that Chairman Clinger misled the 
Committee and the public in his statements: 

Mr. Clinger. I do want to correct the record to show that the subpoena was issued to you, 

Mr. Watkins, and the subpoena for your documents was issued under my authority, because 
you are not any longer an employee of the White House. All of the other subpoenas that were 
issued to other members in the White House and for document production were issued on a 
bipartisan basis... 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Chairman, if I may ask, just so the record is very clear, there has been 
some indication that this hearing today was held as a result of a subpoena that was issued in a 
bipartisan fashion. Am 1 understanding from your statement that that is not correct, the 
minority did not agree with the majority on this date or time or this particular witness at this 
time to appear, and it was solely done under your discretion under the rules as chairman of the 
committee? 

Mr. Clinger. It is correct that 1 issued the subpoena to Mr. Watkins, based on the fact that he 
had indicated really an unwillingness to appear voluntarily. 

Mr. Kanjorski. So today’s choice of date and the issue of subpoena was made by the majority 
of this committee. Is that correct? 

Mr. Watkins. May I speak, please? I do not think that is correct. 1 don’t think I ever 
rejected a request to appear. 

Mr. Clinger. Well, we do have a letter from the lawyer, from your previous attorney, I think, 
indicating. . . 

Mr. Watkins. I think that was for an interview, Mr. Chairman, not to testify before the 
committee. 

In any case, any attempt to maintain even the specter of bipartisanship in the issuance 
of subpoenas was thrown out the window when the Chairman during the August 1996 recess 
issued subpoenas for records to the FBI, the Department of Justice, the CIA, and the White 
House, without any notice to the minority. 

Selective Release of Depositions 

The issue of the depositions entered into the record at the May 9, 1996, Committee 
meeting to consider the contempt resolution is a troubling example of arbitrary rulings for 
what appear to be partisan purposes. As the Parliamentarian has interpreted the Chairman’s 
statement, all of the depositions taken prior to that meeting were entered into the record and 
therefore made available for use by the Members and the public: 
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As the Members know, the committee has been in the process of conducting depositions as 
provided in Committee Rule 19 and, without objection, I would like to make these depositions 
part of the record. 

After the meeting, the Majority General Counsel agreed with Minority staff that that 
was Chairman Clinger’s intent. 

However, the Chairman subsequently informed the Minority that only four depositions 
never described to the Members were placed into the record, allowing the selective use of 
these four depositions while restricting Minority Members from responding using the 
testimony obtained in other depositions. For example, on page four of the report filed for 
the contempt proceedings, information obtained from one of the depositions which Chairman 
Clinger deemed to be part of the record is included. However, the Minority was precluded 
from using any information from the dozens of other depositions that the Chairman 
contended were not included in the record. 

The fact that Chairman Clinger stated that he placed all of the four selected 
depositions into the record— but none of the others— , regardless of the opinion of the 
Parliamentarian, leads us to conclude that his position was based on partisan politics, and not 
on any limited need related to the contempt proceedings. If the intent had been to release 
only information obtained at the depositions related to the White House production of records 
for purposes of the contempt, he could have asked— and we would have agreed— to place 
into the record only those pages of the depositions related to this issue. Nor did Chairman 
Clinger offer to reach any accommodation with the Minority on the use of the depositions 
which would meet both the needs of the Minority and the Majority. 

While his position restricted the ability of the Minority to use deposition testimony 
during floor debate, it did not keep executive session material out of the press. June 4's 
Wall Street Journal quotes directly from an executive session deposition taken by the staff the 
previous day. 

Ironically, in other cases rulings were made purportedly on advice received from the 
Parliamentarians. In a July 10, 1996, Memorandum distributed to Committee members. 
Chairman Clinger states: 

After having consulted with the House Parliamentarian and the Congressional 
Research Service s American Law Division, it appears quite clear that a government witness 
before this Committee cannot refuse to respond to pertinent questions put to him on the basis 
of the Privacy Act. 

However, as is made clear in a memorandum to the Minority responding to the 
Chairman, the Parliamentarian vigorously disputed that account: 


I have received the fax you sent to me earlier today of the “Memorandum to File” 
regarding the applicability of the Privacy Act to Congress signed by Chairman Clinger wherein 
advice was ascribed to the Parliamentarian's Office relative to the legitimacy of a government 
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witness’s assertion of the Privacy Act to excuse his failure to answer a question at a 
Committee hearing... 

At no time did the Parliamentarian’s Office attempt to advise the Committee on the 
legitimacy of the witness’s assertion that the Privacy Act could be invoked as an excuse. In 
fact, this Office, when advising both the majority and minority staff of the Committee, 
repeatedly and unequivocally refused to advise on that issue. 

Misuse of GAO 

One of the more questionable examples of use of Committee powers for partisan 
purposes was the Chairman’s use of the non-partisan General Accounting Office to create a 
criminal referral for possible false statements by David Watkins, particularly in light of the 
Majority’s criticism of the White House for allegedly misusing the FBI for precisely the 
same reasons. According to a series of letters between Chairman Clinger and the GAO, 

GAO made this referral only after being directed to do so by Chairman Clinger. This misuse 
of the GAO has seriously compromised the independence of that agency. We are also deeply 
troubled by the precedents created for GAO based upon this action, since this appears to be 
the first time that a criminal referral has been made based upon a statement made in a GAO 
interview. The consequence of this action may undermine the credibility of GAO and the 
willingness of individuals to voluntarily provide information to GAO. 

Our concerns over this matter center on four important items. First, the 
independence of GAO appears to have been compromised by the step by-step process by 
which the Chairman led GAO to its referral letter. Beginning with the Chairman’s first letter 
requesting an analysis of possible criminal violations based upon Mr. Watkins’ unsworn 
interview with GAO and a subsequent draft memorandum prepared by Watkins, and 
culminating in the Chairman’s direction to GAO that it forward any charges to the U.S. 
Attorney, the record of correspondence demonstrates that the decision to make a referral was 
not entirely independent. 

Second, neither the GAO nor Chairman Clinger ever informed the Minority of this 
committee concerning this exercise until GAO had made its referral It is particularly odd 
that the GAO would conduct a review of statements made during an interview in preparation 
of a report prepared pursuant to a Federal law enacted in a Democratic Congress and not see 
fit to inform Members of the Democratic party. Certainly, this approach can only add to the 
impression that the actions of GAO were used in a partisan manner. 

Third, GAO officials have told staff that the criminal referral will send a strong 
message that it is important to tell the truth to GAO. However, the referral may also send a 
quite different message that statements to GAO investigators may lead to criminal charges, 
and therefore coooperation may be severely reduced. It now remains a question whether 
individuals will wish to answer GAO questions in the absence of a transcript or out of the 
presence of lawyers, if their unsworn statements, as paraphrased by GAO investigators, can 
be the source of a criminal referral. 
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Fourth, the immediate release to news media concerning the GAO referral can only 
lead to the impression that the entire GAO review was performed more for the sake of the 
media than for the use of the U.S. Attorney. GAO has confirmed that it is not their policy 
to release such information to the media. The release of this information is particularly 
ironic in light of the Majority’s criticism of the White House’s 1993 disclosure of the FBI 
investigation of the Travel Office employees. 
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The Majority’s Travel Office report ignores much of the evidence 

We recognize that the manner in which the White House handled the firing of the 
Travel Office employees unfairly tarnished the careers and reputations of the employees, 
particularly those with no financial responsibility for the Travel Office operations. It is not 
our intention to excuse the conduct of the White House staff, and indeed, the White House 
Management Review was itself critical of the firings, and resulted in reprimands for four 
individuals. Nevertheless, these mistakes do not justify the Majority’s attempts to tarnish the 
reputations of many other government employees, including the career FBI and lustice 
Department investigators and the employees of KPMG Peat Marwick. 

The premise of the Majority's long pursuit of the Travel Office matter is that none of 
the previous investigations into the matter was able to complete a thorough investigation. 
This, apparently, is the public excuse as to why the Majority persists in its investigation. 
However, the White House Travel Office matter has is fact been thoroughly investigated by 
career prosecutors in the Public Integrity Section of the Justice Department’s Criminal 
Division in the course of their investigations into violations of law. There have been three 
such investigations by the Public Integrity prosecutors: 

1) That Mr. Dale stole Travel Office funds. 

2) That Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens violated conflict of interest statutes. 

3) That Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens lied to investigators. 

In the first case, after a two-year investigation, Mr. Dale was indicted on two counts 
of embezzlement, and was subsequently acquitted. In the second and third case, the Public 
Integrity prosecutors after lengthy reviews declined to prosecute the individuals for 
wrongdoing. Despite the Majority’s lengthy arguments that Mr. Thomason was a special 
governmental employee, the Justice Department prosecutors found otherwise. There is no 
evidence that the prosecutors did not have access to all of the significant information in 
conducting these investigations. 

The career prosecutors and investiealors conducted themselves in a thoroueh. professional, 
and non-partisan manner. 

The Majority states that “The Justice Department deferred to the White House during 
its investigations of the White House Travel Office," and implies that the criminal 
prosecution of Mr. Dale was compromised for political purposes. There is not a single shred 
of evidence to support these allegations. To the contrary, the Majority details the efforts of 
the Public Integrity Section— including the issuance of a subpoena— to obtain documents 
from the White House. 

However, it is always extremely difficult to prove a negative, particularly in the 
absence of any specific evidence that the investigation by the Department of Justice was 
somehow tainted. Instead, we refer to three memoranda of the career Public Integrity 
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prosecutors detailing the facts they obtained during their criminal investigations of Mr. Dale, 
Mr. Thomason, and Mr. Martens. These three memoranda, the possession of which the 
Majority demanded upon threat of contempt to the Attorney General, had previously been 
shown— though not given— to the Committee. The Majority has refused to make these 
memoranda public. 

These three memoranda present the evidence gathered by the prosecutors against Mr. 
Dale, Mr. Thomason, and Mr. Martens, and explain the basis for the actions taken in each 
case far better than we can in these views. These documents demonstrate the thoroughness, 
the professionalism, and the utter lack of bias of the career prosecutors whose credibility the 
Majority seeks to question. If the Majority were to release these memoranda, the public 
could judge for itself whether these investigations were thorough, professional, and unbiased. 

The Majority’s implication that the Justice Department somehow acted improperly in 
its prosecution of Mr. Dale is not supported by any evidence. To believe that the 
Department conducted the prosecution of Mr. Dale for political purposes smears the 
reputations of the FBI agents who first investigated the case; the frontline career prosecutors 
who recommended indicting Mr. Dale; the senior prosecutors of the Indictment Review 
Committee who approved of that recommendation; and the citizens of the grand jury who 
ultimately voted to indict Mr. Dale. 

Even Mr. Dale, in sworn testimony before the Government Reform Committee, 
acknowledged that there was no misconduct on the part of the prosecutors or investigators 
who pursued the criminal case. Rep. Paul E. Kanjorski asked Mr. Dale: 

. . . (W)hen the (allegation of criminal conduct) was referred to the Justice Department 
and the Public Integrity Section of the Justice Department; are you suggesting in any way that 
either those attorneys in the Justice Department, the people in the Grand Jury, the judge that 
tried the case or the people that made up the jury were in some way compromised? 

Mr. Dale: “Absolutely not...” 1 

The simple fact is that the Majority cannot overcome the decisions of the career 
prosecutors and investigators at the Department of Justice and the FBI who have reviewed all 
the facts and declined to prosecute any individual for any alleged violation of law with the 
single exception of Mr. Dale. 

Indeed, if the Majority had taken the time to review the tens of thousands of pages of 
records it has subpoenaed or the dozens of depositions its staff has taken— and indeed, if it 
had bothered to question the prosecutors themselves- it might come to a different 


1 “White House Travel Office,” Hearing before the House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, 104th Cong., 2nd Session (January 24, 1996) [hereinafter 
cited as “Hearing Day Three”] p. 173. 
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conclusion. 

Prosecutors Mh investigated alleeations of a plan to fabricate evidence flW Wf Mr. Dpi?. 

The Majority states that “there were missing documents in this case that Public 
Integrity believed ... might be in Catherine Cornelius’ possession. Yet when Dale raised the 
issue of missing documents as a defense at his own trial, the Justice Department opposed this 
request... ” The Majority's implication is one that has been stated repeatedly by Mr. Dale: 
that records missing from the Travel Office would prove him innocent of stealing funds and 
must have been taken by Catherine Cornelius as part of the plot against him, and that the 
prosecutors ignored this defense. 

Recognizing that this would be Mr. Dale’s response to the criminal charges against 
him, the Justice Department prosecutor’s thoroughly reviewed the evidence and concluded 
that there was no plan to fabricate charges against the Travel Office employees. 2 

Further, the prosecutors found no evidence that Cornelius destroyed Travel Office 
records, and determined that Cornelius was not even aware of the existence of the petty cash 
log at the time the records were alleged to be missing by the Peat Marwick team. 3 

In fact, the prosecutors came to a very different understanding about the missing 
records: that Mr. Dale knew exactly where the missing records were kept, that he knew 
Cornelius was snooping around for evidence of questionable practices, and that he was the 
individual who was mostly likely to have destroyed the records in light of what they may 
have revealed. 4 

Whether the jury believed this version is not the issue. The prosecution memorandum 
makes clear that this was the judgement of the career prosecutors, and not improperly 
affected by outside influences. 

The Majority refused to investigate allegations of im pr opriety QH beha l f Qf the IWXL Office 
during the previous administrations 

The Majority contends that Harry Thomason and Catherine Cornelius were the 
primary sources of allegations against the Travel Office employees. The Majority has put on 
thick blinders to any possibility that the Travel Office was in desperate need of review, 
stating instead that the employees there “worked hard and played by the rules.” They repeat 
without any scrutiny Mr. Dale’s contention that allegations of mismanagement at the Travel 


2 See, AX500009. 


Id. 

See, AX500051. 
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Office were a “convenient excuse” intended to justify the firings. What they ignore is the 
fact that rumors about improprieties by Mr. Dale and the Travel Office had been circulating 
for years. 

When the then-head of the White House Office of Administration under President 
Reagan first reviewed the Travel Office in the early 1980s, he found lax accounting practices 
that had the potential for fraud and abuse. 5 When he appointed Mr. Dale to head the Office 
in 1982, he set out strict guidelines to follow that included keeping complete records of cash 
receipts, to make daily deposits, and to follow other fundamental procedures to insure 
internal control and accountability. Mr. Dale never followed any of these guidelines. 6 

Serious allegations were first made about wrongdoing in the Travel Office in 1988 in 
an anonymous letter to the General Accounting Office (GAO) that charged Travel Office 
staff with accepting gifts from one airline doing business with the office. In return, the letter 
alleged, that airline received the Travel Office business. 7 One of the central allegations of 
the 1988 letter to GAO was that Bamaby L. Brasseux, a Travel Office employee, was 
married to a sales manager for Pan American World Airways, and that Pan American was 
the airline receiving Travel Office charters on a non-competitive basis. 

When the Reagan White House, which had been forwarded the allegations by the 
GAO, questioned Mr. Dale about these charges, he admitted to investigators assigned by the 
counsel's office that the Travel Office staff regularly accepted gifts of tickets to sporting 
events and invitations to elaborate fishing parties from contractors, and in particular from 
Pan Am, according to a writeup of the interview: 

Date stated all the major airlines. United, American, Continental, etc., including Pan Am, 
make available tickets to his office for sporting events being held in the area... Regarding the 
“fishing parties” on Chesapeake Bay, Dale stated that each September. Pan Am sponsors 
fishing parties in which they make spaces available. . . Dale stated he generally receives 4 or 5 
invitations and handles them the same way he handles the sporting event tickets * 


5 See, General Accounting Office report, “White House Travel Office,” (GAO/GGD- 
92-132, May 2, 1994) p. 21. 

6 For a discussion of the guidelines and Mr. Dale’s subsequent practices, see 
EZ038299-300. 

7 The records disclosing these allegations and how the Reagan White House failed to 
investigate Mr. Dale’s own subsequent admissions were introduced at the Committee’s 
October 24, 1995, hearing, by Minority Members of the Committee. The hearing has yet to 
be printed. 

8 Id. 
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After interviewing Mr. Dale and his assistant Bamaby L. Brasseux and being told that 
he did receive free tickets and other gifts from contractors doing business with the Travel 
Office, White House official George Saunders recommended to Deputy Counsel Phillip 
Brady that no action be taken . 9 

In addition to talcing no interest in Mr. Dale's admissions of accepting gifts from 
contractors, there is no evidence that the Reagan White House or the subsequent 
Administration took any action to ensure that competitive bidding was required when 
obtaining press charters. After Pan American declared bankruptcy, the charter business was 
transferred to a company called Airline of the Americas which was formed by former Pan 
American employees, and which subsequently became UltrAir. 10 According to the KPMG 
Peat Marwick review, of a total $2,996,51 1 disbursed from the Travel Office press travel 
fund from January l, 1992, through May 15, 1993, $2,653,487 went to UltrAir or its 
predecessors." 

It was apparently well-known in the charter industry that Pan Am and its successors 
had been granted exclusive business with the Travel Office, and that the White House press 
business was not open to competitive bidding. 12 When asked about the lack of competitive 
bidding, Mr. Dale disputed that contention, but stated that no one else was interested in the 
business." 

Yet, during the course of the FBI investigation into the Travel Office, officials of a 
competing airline charter company which had done business with the Travel Office told the 
FBI that after Airline of the Americas became certified to perform charter flights, the 
competing company was never again contacted for charters by Mr. Dale. In an interview 
with the FBI, the president of the company stated that he had concern as to why the Travel 
Office did not have competitive bidding and why a charter company such as UltrAir would 
have an exclusive contract with the Travel Office. 14 


9 Id. 

10 See, FBI interview with Charles Pearce Caudle, President. Airline of the Americas 
(October 5, 1993, EZO 1409 1-094). 

11 See, White House Travel Office Management Review (July 2, 1993), at Exhibit 
B, p. 9. [Hereinafter cited as “White House internal Management Review], 

12 See, FBI interview of Penelope Bea Sample (November 10, 1993, EZ014412-418). 

13 See, Hearing Day Three, p. 113. 

14 See, FBI interview with Douglas Ross Fischer, President, Miami Air International, 
Inc. (August 3, 1993, EZ014136-I38). 
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In addition, following the change of Administrations, officials of yet another charter 
company. Midwest Express, attempted on a number of occasions to obtain White House 
Travel Office business. However, the phone calls went unanswered, and they were never 
contacted by Mr. Dale and were never asked to make a bid on charter flights for the Travel 
Office. 15 

The lack of competitive bidding suggested that UltrAir’s billings to the Travel Office 
could be inflated. According to one UltrAir employee, following the Travel Office firings 
and the requirement that press charters be opened for bidding, UltrAir had to readjust its 
rates to be more competitive. 16 

In fact, according to Catherine Cornelius who was in the Travel Office following the 
firings, the White House was “deluged” with phone calls from charter companies wishing to 
bid on the Travel Office business. Even members of Congress were contacting the office in 
an attempt to find out how charter companies could bid for the business. 17 

Darnell Martens, who had 22 years experience in the aviation industry and whose 
firm TRM did work for the Clinton campaign, contacted Mr. Dale in early 1993 to discuss 
his firm's bidding on Travel Office business, Mr. Dale told him that he had “no chance” of 
obtaining any business. 18 According to Martens. Mr. Dale told him he would not be able to 
offer a better price than Mr. Dale was already getting, even though Mr. Dale never allowed 
Martens to make a bid, and thus could not have known Martens’ best price: 

And Mr. Dale informed me that this was a waste of time. He said... there isn’t 
anybody out there that you know of that I can’t get to. There’s no price that you can get that I 
can’t get... I said, well, okay, but what if there is a better price of a better, you know, service 
that’s available to you, just what if, that you haven’t seen; wouldn’t you like to take a look at 
it? And be said look, let me tell you again, I am not interested in hearing about it.” 

The result of Martens’ phone call was eventually circulated through the White House, 
and gave rise to farther suspicions about Mr. Dale and the Travel Office. 20 


15 See, FBI interview of Donald Richer, Charter Account Executive, Midwest 
Express Airlines (November 11, 1993, EZO 14409-411). 

16 See, FBI interview of Anthony Nicholas Gaeta (February 22, 1994, EZ014526- 

527). 

17 See, Cornelius Deposition (April 30, 1996), p. . 

18 See, Martens Deposition (April 11, 1996) p. 48-59. 

19 Id. 

20 See, Management Review, Exhibit G. 
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The Majority refused to include in its investigation whether or not the Travel Office 
employees had improperly accepted gratuities, despite Mr. Dale’s admission to investigators 
assigned by the White House Counsel’s office that he had accepted gifts from the airline that 
was providing charter services for the Travel Office. Accepting gifts from contractors doing 
business with the office was against Federal regulations and may have violated Federal law. 
For example, Title 3 of the Code of Federal Regulations at section 100.735-14, which was in 
effect at the time, states: 

... (A)n employee shall not solicit or accept, directly or indirectly, any gift, gratuity, favor. 

entertainment, loan, or any other thing of monetary value from a person who: (1) Has, or is 

seeking to obtain, contractual or other business or financial relations with his agency. 

Since Pan Am was doing business and seeking to obtain more business with the Travel 
Office, Mr. Dale’s acceptance of gifts of tickets for entertainment and fishing trips appears to 
have violated the regulations governing White House employees. 

In addition, 5 U.S.C.§ 7353 prohibits any Federal employee from accepting "anything 
of value from a person... seeking official action from, doing business with, or (in the case of 
executive branch officers and employees) conducting activities regulated by the individual’s 
employing entity." 

The Reagan White House, faced with this admission of impropriety, did not refer the 
evidence to the Justice Department for further investigation as required when any evidence of 
a crime is uncovered. Nor did it take any disciplinary action against the employees for 
improperly accepting gifts. Instead, as Reagan White House records make clear, no actions 
were taken. 

The Committee has received from the Department of Justice statements and 
documents alleging other examples of conduct which may have violated Federal regulations 
and statutes. These include the receipt of free meals, the allowing of White House 
employees to use the Charter flights for a profit-making business, the acceptance of an 
interest-free loan by Dale from other White House employees, and the Travel Office's 
involvement in illegal shipments of wine to Washington on behalf of reporters. 

While these allegations have not been investigated by the Committee, if true they may 
have been in violation of 3 CFR 100.735-4, 3 CFR 100.735-14, and Federal law. 

Other allegations of improper activities by the Travel Office for the benefit of the 
press corps were circulating at the White House. For example, reporters may have been 
allowed by Mr. Dale to avoid import duties on goods brought back from foreign trips. 


21 See, FBI interviews of Joseph Piedagnel, America Trans Air, Inc. (July 27, 1993, 
EZ014156-161), Taddese Ghebremeschel (August 17, 1993, EZ0141-143) and Lindsey D. 
Cullison (February 9, 1994, EZ014354). 
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According to the Wall Street Journal : 


One veteran reporter tells of paying $200 for two rugs worth $10,000 during a trip to 
China several years ago. He says that he paid no duties or taxes on the rugs, and that Mr. 

Dale let him put the rugs on the press plane home. Many reporters have similar tales to tell. 22 

In addition, documents including letters and memoranda drafted by Mr. Dale and 
provided to the Committee by the Department of Justice suggest that the Travel Office 
assisted members of the press in illegally shipping large quantities of California wine to 
Washington on the Travel Office charter aircraft. According to an UltrAir employee, 
UltrAir objected to these shipments, and brought the issue to the attention of Mr. Dale. 23 

Although Mr. Dale had acknowledged in a memorandum to Marlin Fitzwater that the 
White House may have been illegally aiding members of the press in shipping large 
quantities of wine to Washington, 24 he gave a conflicting response when given an opportunity 
to explain this as well as the Travel Office’s role in avoiding import duties in testimony 
before the Committee: 

Mr. Clinger: Let me just ask all of you one simple question, 1 think it requires a yes 
or no. My time is about to expire. 

One of the accusations was, and there was a whistleblower letter at one point that 
suggested that you all were sort of aiders and abetters of smuggling operations in terms of 
bringing in valuable oriental rugs and fines wines and so forth. Let me just ask each of you. if 
you would to say yes or no. 

Did you facilitate or aid or abet smuggling of this kind in any way? 

Mr. Dale: No, sir.“ 


The FBI, not the White House, was anxious to continue a criminal investigation of Mr. 
Dale’s activities. 


The Majority accuses the White House of pressuring the FBI into initiating a criminal 
investigation of the Travel Office by stating that Associate White House Counsel William 


22 See, Frisby, Michael K., “Travel Office Trouble Casts A Shadow on Clinton, the 
Press and Seven Staffers,” Wall Street Journal (May 24, 1993, A5A). 

23 See, FBI interview of James F. Leahy (November 4, 1993, EZ0 14404-408). 

24 See, Memorandum from Mr. Dale to Marlin Fitzwater, April 27, 1987, 
EZ027629. 

25 See, Hearing Day Three, page 65. 
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Kennedy “abused the FBI by repeatedly invoking the “highest levels” of the White House in 
meetings with the FBI.” They then state that once the FBI decided to conduct an 
investigation, the White House Counsel’s office shifted gears to keep the FBI at bay until 
friends of the White House did a review supporting what the White House wanted. The 
implication is that the FBI was coerced into agreeing to conduct an investigation, and then 
not allowed to review the evidence until the White House could somehow manipulate the 
evidence to justify the firings. 

The Majority, in repeating accusations that the White House brought the FBI in for 
the sole purpose of discrediting the Travel Office employees, ignores the testimony of both 
the FBI agents and the White House officials. 26 The evidence received by the Committee 
portrays a White House staff that contacted the FBI only for advice- and not to initiate an 
investigation— and which was skeptical that there was enough information to begin a criminal 
investigation. In fact, the White House staff resisted FBI efforts to begin an investigation 
without the findings of an audit of the Travel Office. 

The May 12, 1993, call to the FBI was made by White House Associate Counsel 
William Kennedy to FBI Unit Chief James Bourke after being asked to review the Travel 
Office issues by Deputy White House Counsel Vincent Foster. 27 After hearing allegations by 
Catherine Cornelius, a White House aide who had been assigned to the Travel Office, White 
House officials decided that an audit should be conducted to determine the scope of the 
problems that Cornelius was identifying in the Travel Office. After learning that the White 
House had no internal capability, Kennedy was assigned the task of coming up with a plan to 
address the problem. 2 * As Kennedy testified, he decided to call Bourke to determine which 
government agencies might provide audit assistance because he had had regular contact with 
Bourke for purposes of background investigations : 


Mr. Goldberg: Can you explain again why you decided you needed to talk to Jim Bourke? 

Mr. Kennedy: Well, again, I had a good working relationship with him. He was somebody 
that I trusted, and I felt he reciprocated that trust. He was knowledgeable. 

Mr. Goldberg: What specifically, though, were you requesting? 

Mr. Kennedy: Help. The specific question was I have a problem over here. I don’t know 
how to deal with it. I think that I probably need auditing or financial auditing help. I don’t 


26 In addition to the Majority’s report, see, for example, the statement of Rep, Dan 
Burton, Hearing Day Three, p, 37. 

27 See, FBI interview of William Kennedy (September 15, 1993; CZ000517-527). 

28 See, Justice Department memorandum, “Report of OPR's Review Of The Conduct 
Of The FBI In Connection With Its Contacts With The White House In The Travel Office 
Matter, "[hereinafter cited as “OPR Report”] (March 18, 1994; AZ000500597) at p. 11. 
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know where to get it. I don’t know what’s going on here. Can you help me? Can I talk to 
someone about a way to deal with this problem. 29 

The following day, May 13, Kennedy had several other calls with FBI officials who 
had been referred to him by Bourke. The Majority accuses Kennedy of summoning the FBI 
to the White House. In fact, Kennedy testified that in each case, FBI agents offered to come 
to the White House to talk to Kennedy despite his offers to go to the FBI’s offices: 

Mr. Goldberg: So on two separate occasions that day you personally offered to travel to the 
FBI offices to obtain the assistance you were looking for, and in both cases the FBI stated that 
they would rather come to the White House, is that correct? 

Mr. Kennedy: Yeah. 1 mean, it wasn’t that big a deal... It was, you know, I will be glad to 
come over there and he said, well, we will come over there. It was like that. 

Mr. Goldberg: So they obviously were not reluctant to come to the White House, would you 
agree? 

Mr. Kennedy: No, they were not reluctant to do that... 

Mr. Goldberg: If it was your intent to somehow force the FBI to conduct some sort of 
criminal investigation, would it have made sense to ask any of these FBI agents to begin an 
investigation during these meetings, these two meetings that we have discussed? 

Mr. Kennedy: First of all, it was never my premise to force any sort of investigation, period, 
end of story... 

Mr. Goldberg: You certainly had the opportunity during those two meetings if it had been your 
intention? 

Mr. Kennedy: Absolutely. 

Mr. Goldberg: And during those meetings, you did not ask the FBI to conduct a criminal 
investigation, is that correct? 

Mr. Kennedy: I did not. 30 

Bourke, according to the OPR report, confirmed that “Kennedy was not necessarily asking 
the FBI to investigate, but rather, ’wanted to pick someone’s brain.’" 31 

Following several discussions with various FBI personnel, on May 14 Kennedy and 
Foster introduced Unit Chief Richard Wade and Supervisory Special Agent Thomas Carl to 


29 See. Kennedy Deposition (April 9, 1996) p. 214. 

30 Id. At pp 62-63. 

31 OPR report at p. 13. 
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Catherine Cornelius, the White House aide who had reported specific allegations about the 
Travel Office to Kennedy and Foster after having been assigned there. 32 After meeting with 
Cornelius, Wade and Carl determined that there was sufficient predication that would allow 
the FBI to conduct an investigation. That same day, after discussions with the Department of 
Justice’s Public Integrity Section, Acting Public Integrity Chief Joseph Gangloff concluded 
that “there was indeed sufficient predication for the FBI to initiate a criminal investigation.” 33 

Kennedy testified to the Committee that both he and Foster were skeptical of the 
information they had received, and were therefore “surprised” that the FBI was ready to 
begin a criminal investigation based on the interview with Cornelius: 34 

Mr. Goldberg: You had heard Cornelius’ allegations about the Travel Office and were 
skeptical of the information you received; is that correct? 

Mr. Kennedy: Well, let’s be clear here. We thought she was credible. We thought she knew 
what she was talking about, but we didn't know if there was a good explanation for what she 
had found, what she was bearing. We just didn't know. 

And so (we) were skeptical about whether there was fire where there seemed to 
smoke; absolutely. We didn't know what we (were) dealing with. 

Mr. Goldberg: But the FBI, upon hearing the same information, told you they believed 
predication existed based on the— 

Mr. Kennedy: Yes, yes. They had interviewed Catherine directly... But we did not feel at that 
time that an investigation by the FBI was warranted. We preferred, as subsequently happened, 
that the audit be conducted to find out what the hell was going on.” 

FBI agents Carl and Wade expressed various concerns about conducting the audit, 
including the destruction of evidence and issues regarding testimony, yet Kennedy and Foster 
still did not believe a criminal investigation was warranted based on what they knew: 

Mr. Goldberg: With all the reasons the FBI was giving you to conduct a criminal 
investigation, you still went ahead with the review of the Travel Office? 

Mr. Kennedy: That is correct. 


32 For the FBI’s description of the contacts between Kennedy and the Bureau’s 
personnel, see FBI memorandum “An Internal Review Of FBI Contacts With The White 
House As Related To The Investigation Of The White House Travel Office,” (May 28, 1993; 
AZ0001 9-034). 

33 Id. At p. 9. 

34 See, Kennedy Deposition, at p. 64. 

35 Id. at p.65-66. 
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Mr- Goldberg: So it wasn’t you or other members of the White House staff that were 
pressuring the FBI to conduct an investigation of employees at all; in fact, the FBI agents 
themselves were ready to begin a criminal investigation? 

Mr. Kennedy: That is a fair statement; they were ready to go. 3 ® 

Finally, the Majority once again tarnishes the White House for improper contacts with 
the FBI in the days leading up to and following the Travel Office firings. The White House 
itself admitted an improper appearance with these contacts. 37 But the record should clearly 
show that misjudgement does not equate to criminal conduct. As the Justice Department 
prosecutors noted, the White House, General Accounting Office, FBI, and DOJ’s Office of 
Professional Responsibility all looked into the facts surrounding the contacts between the 
White House and the FBI, and each review concluded that nothing illegal had occurred in 
connection with these contacts. 3 ’ In conclusion, the Justice Department prosecutors 
commended Foster and Kennedy for their actions with the FBI for bringing both caution and 
deliberation to the process. 3 ’ 


Peat Marwick found financial mismanaeemem and further evidence warranting a criminal 
investigation. The Maiority has responded b\ attacking Peat Marwick official's 

The Majority repeats Mr. Dale’s testimony before the Committee that the Peat 
Marwick Review did not find evidence of mismanagement in the Travel Office, but rather 
was an excuse for firing the Travel Office employees. Yet, not content to criticize just the 
White House, the Majority tarnishes the reputations of the independent auditors by stating 
that it was “an ‘independent’ auditor which was neither independent nor an auditor. The 
management consulting- not the public accounting- arm of KPMG Peat Marwick was 
engaged to conduct a management review.” 

The Majority provides no support for its accusation that Peat Marwick was not an 
“independent” entity. The Committee to date has received no testimony or evidence that 
somehow Peat Marwick had a conflict of interest in performing its review. 40 As to the 


36 Id. 

37 See, White House internal Management Review, p. 16. 

3S See, AX500014. 

39 See, AX500010. 

40 Herman stated during his GAO interview that he had performed some pro bono 
work for the National Performance Review, which entailed providing two half-day 
orientation sessions. The GAO report on the Travel Office contains no suggestions that 
Herman’s assistance to NPR raised any conflicts for KPMG Peat Marwick. 
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accusation that it was not an auditing team, this is a distinction without a difference. Of the 
six individuals on the Peat Marwick team, five of them were Certified Public Accountants. 41 

Finally, Peat Marwick’s inability to perform a formal audit was a function of the state 
of the records in the Travel Office. 42 According to Peat Marwick CPA Dan Russell, the 
Travel Office records were in such a poor state that “it could take us as much as two weeks 
to first summarize or re-create the records into what we call like a trial balance format and 
then, at that point, audit the financial statements that would be created off the trial balance. 
But it would be a major, major undertaking, given the condition (of the records).” 43 

Yet, the dismal state of the Travel Office’s records did not stop Peat Marwick from 
uncovering significant evidence of mismanagement in the Travel Office, evidence that was 
communicated both to David Watkins before he made the decision to fire the employees, and 
to the FBI. 

The Peat Marwick findings, under the heading of “Lack of Accountability,” included: 
a lack of financial control consciousness, no formal financial reporting process, no 
reconciliations of financial information other than reconciliations of bank statements, and no 
documented system of checks and balances on transactions and accounting decisions within 
the office. 44 

When asked to explain these findings at the Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee hearing, Mr. Dale denied that the findings amounted to financial weaknesses." 
However, that same day, Larry Herman, the Peat Marwick senior partner who led the Travel 
Office review, told the Associated Press that he did in fact find “clear evidence of financial 
mismanagement” which may have warranted the firing of Mr. Dale: “My personal 
assessment is . . . that most companies today would question [his management] and would 
include questioning whether to remove that person from that position. 

Mr. Herman was even more direct in an interview he gave to the General Accounting 
Office in September 1993. According to the GAO record of interview: 


41 See, Russell Deposition (March 27, 1996), p. 14. 

42 See, Thomasson Deposition (April 22, 1996), p. . 

43 See, Russell Deposition, p. 74. 

44 See, White House internal Management Review, Exhibit B. 

45 See, Hearing Day Three, p.35. 

44 See, Hearing Day Three, p. 1 12. 
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In Mr. Herman’s professional judgement, the Travel Office’s accounting records 
were, “the messiest, most illegible bookkeeping,” he had ever seen. He stated he was, 

“barely able to read the writing, very sloppy and inconsistent, with no explanation of 
differences.” He was also frustrated that he couldn’t obtain appropriate responses from Mr. 
Dale. Mr. Dale seemed to not understand the significance of items such as lack of 
reconciliations, missing pages, and lack of follow-up on open billings. Mr. Herman had orally 
briefed Mr. Dale on Peat’s findings and repeatedly asked for his assistance in locating records. 
Mr. Herman believed, “that [Mr.] Dale had no concern for record keeping of other people’s 
money.” 47 


Further, Mr. Herman told GAO that “most of his clients would react the same way as 
the White House did. Mr. Herman’s personal opinion is that it was a wise course of action 
to start over with [a] clean slate. . . ” 48 

Information obtained during the course of the Peat Marwick review also provided 
sufficient evidence for the FBI of its own volition to initiate a criminal investigation of Mr. 
Dale. According to a memorandum from David Watkins to Mack McLarty attached to the 
White House Management Review, when FBI officials were briefed on the Peat Marwick 
findings, they “believed there was sufficient cause for them to conduct a criminal 
investigation...” 49 

Some of that evidence is contained in the Peat Marwick report’s findings that of eight 
checks written against the Travel Office’s Riggs Bank account totaling $23,000 made out to 
cash and signed by Mr. Dale, only $2000 was reflected in the petty cash fund. Of the $2000 
entry to the petty cash fund, the corresponding check from the Riggs account was for $5000. 
The Peat Marwick team’s suspicions were further described in later interviews they gave to 
the GAO and the FBI. 

For example, Mr. Herman’s interview with the GAO provides more detail about the 
missing cash: 


On Saturday [during the Peat Marwick review], Billy Dale was asked at least twice 
more about the missing $3000. Mr. Herman stated that Billy Dale suddenly seemed to recall 
something, then turned and opened his desk drawer or credenza and found the envelope with 
$2800. This raised another red flag to Mr. Herman. We [the GAO] questioned whether Mr. 

Dale bad the opportunity to place the funds in the drawer between Friday and Saturday. Mr. 
Herman stated that he did. 

Mr. Herman provided a progress report of the Peat Marwick review to two FBI 
officials that Saturday evening. According to the GAO interview with Herman, “The FBI 


47 See, General Accounting Office interview of Larry Herman, April 4, 1994. 

48 Id. 

49 See, White House internal Management Review, Exhibit H. 
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agents were specifically concerned with 1) the 8 incomplete transactions; 2) the weak 
controls; and 3) the $2800 in Billy Dale’s credenza.” 

Hon. Cardiss Collins 
Hon. Henry A. Waxman 
Hon. Tom Lantos 
Hon. Robert E. Wise, Jr. 

Hon. Major R Owens 
Hon. Edolphus Towns 
Hon. John M. Spratt, Jr. 

Hon. Louise McIntosh Slaughter 
Hon. Paul E. Kanjorski 
Hon. Karen L. Thurman 
Hon. Carolyn B. Maloney 
Hon. Thomas M. Barrett 
Hon. Barbara-Rose Collins 
Hon. Eleanor Holmes Norton 
Hon. James P Moran 
Hon. Gene Green 
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Hon. Tim Holden 
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Additional Views of Mr. Kanjorski 


In its rush to justice the Majority has conveniently and deliberately ignored several 
important facts and has refused to depose or hear the testimony of important participants in the 
matters we are supposed to be investigating. Instead the majority has made a series of baseless, 
and politically-motivated charges which are not substantiated by the actual evidence available to 
the committee. 

The Majority has conveniently ignored the fact that there was gross financial 
mismanagement at the White House Travel office at the time Billy Ray Dale was in charge of 
that office. 

Mr. Dale has admitted that he commingled Travel Office funds with his own personal 
funds. If he had been an attorney and had commingled his clients’ funds with his own, he would 
have been subject to disbamnent. Even if he had been a real estate agent and he had commigled 
his client’s escrow accounts with his own accounts he would have been subject to professional 
sanctions. Furthermore, the review of the Travel Office operations done by the independent 
accounting firm of KPMG Peat Marwick, also makes it clear that there was serious financial 
mismanagement in the Travel Office. 

The Majority never deposed nor heard testimony from the independent KPMG Peat 
Marwick team which reviewed the records of the Travel Office. That team included five 
Certified Public Accountants and concluded in a section of their report entitled “Lack of 
Accountability” that the Travel Office had a lack of financial control consciousness, no formal 
financial reporting process, no reconciliations of financial information other than reconciliations 
of bank statements, and no documented system of checks and balances on transactions and 
accounting decisions within the office. 

The KPMG Peat Marwick Senior Partner who led the Travel Office review team, Larry 
Herman, told the Associated Press that he found, “clear evidence of financial mismanagement” 
which may have warranted the firing of Mr. Dale. Mr. Herman also told the GAO that in his 
professional judgment, “the Travel Office’s accounting records were, ‘the messiest, most 
illegible bookkeeping,’ he had ever seen.” Yet neither Mr. Herman nor any of his colleagues at 
KPMG Peat Marwick were ever deposed by the Committee, or invited to testify under oath. 

It is both negligent and irresponsible for the Committee Majority to conclude its 
investigation without either deposing or receiving sworn testimony from the independent 
Certified Public Accountants at KPMG Peat Marwick who reviewed the records of the Travel 
Office. 


It is even more negligent and irresponsible for the Committee Majority to accuse the FBI, 
the IRS, career prosecutors in the Justice Department’s Public Integrity Section, and even a 
federal Grand Jury, of being part of a White House led effort to persecute Billy Ray Dale, 
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without ever deposing any of these individuals, or giving them an opportunity to clear their 
names by testifying under oath at a public hearing. 

The Committee Majority accuses the White House of damaging the reputations of seven 
Travel Office employees, yet it is willing to cavalierly smear the good names of dozens of FBI 
agents, IRS personnel, career Justice Department employees in the Public Integrity Section and 
even a federal Grand Jury, without giving any of these individuals an opportunity to present their 
side of the story. 

The Committee deposed more than 70 individuals in this case and received sworn 
testimony at hearings from several dozen. Yet it did not have time to depose or receive sworn 
testimony from a single KPMG Peat Marwick accountant, or a single FBI agent who worked on 
the case, or a single individual from the IRS or the Public Integrity Section of the Justice 
Department. 

While the majority may wish to ignore these facts, it is demonstrably true that the 
decision to prosecute Billy Ray Dale was made by career federal prosecutors in the Public 
Integrity Section , without any interference by the White House or political appointees at the 
Justice Department. That decision was concurred in bv career employees at the FBI, and by a 
federal Grand Jury which concluded that there was probable cause to believe that crimes had 
been committed . While Mr. Dale was subsequently acquitted by a jury, it is clear that the 
decision to prosecute him was made by career professionals and an independent Grand Jury 
based on probable cause, not as part of a conspiracy to persecute Mr. Dale. 

No evidence was ever presented to the Committee that anyone at the White House or any 
political appointee anywhere in the Administration influenced any action by the IRS. Yet the 
Committee Majority continues to suggest that the IRS was part of a White House led conspiracy. 

The sad truth is that the real cover-up in this case has been the cover-up by the 
Majority of facts which do not support its politically-motivated conspiracy theories. 

The real cover-up is the cover-up of testimony from the KPMG Peat Marwick 
accountants who reviewed the operations of the Travel Office, and the cover-up of 
testimony from the career FBI agents and professional career employees of the Justice 
Department’s Public Integrity Section . Why has the Majority muzzled the FBI and the 
Public Integrity Section? Why has the Majority deliberately and repeatedly suppressed the 
release of documents from the FBI and the Public Integrity Section? 

When will the Majority right the wrongs which have been done to the reputations of 
independent, career employees of the FBI, the IRS, and the Justice Department, and to the Grand 
Jury? 


Because these individuals have a right to have their cases heard, and because the 
American people deserve to hear “the whole truth,” not just the Majority’s selective use of 
testimony from witnesses it wants us to hear, I am including in my additional views the memos 
from the Public Integrity Section of the Justice Department on their decisions to prosecute Billy 
Ray Dale, and to decline prosecution of Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens. These memos 
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represent the conclusions of thousands of hours of work by career employees in the FBI and the 
Public Integrity Section of the Department of Justice. The memos conclusively demonstrate that 
these decisions were based on the evidence in each case and that political considerations played 
no part ineither the decision to prosecute Mr. Dale, or the decisions to decline prosecution of Mr. 
Thomason and Mr. Martens . 


These memos speak clearly, and convincingly, for themselves. Unlike the conclusions of 
the committee Majority, they are based on fact, not innuendo. It is unfortunate that the 
Committee Majority has suppressed these documents at the same time that it showed no 
reluctance to require the President to produce documents which were protected by Executive 
Privilege. The President waived his Executive Privilege and gave the Committee access to every 
document it requested. Given this unprecedented openness on the part of the White House, it is 
disturbing that the Committee has covered-up the opinions of KPMG Peat Marwick, the FBI, and 
the Public Integrity Section of the Justice Department. Because the FBI and the Justice 
Department have not been deposed or allowed to testify, I will let their words speak for 
themselves, and the American people can draw their own conclusions. 


[August 10, 1994, Prosecution Memorandum: Billy Ray Dale, former Director, White House 
Telegraph and Travel Office] 

[January 1 1, 1996, Recommendation to Decline: Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens] 
[April 5, 1996, Recommendation to Decline: Darnell Martens and Harry Thomason] 

Hon. Paul E. Kanjorski 
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DATE: August 10 , 1994 



REMARKS: Indictment Review Meeting at 10:30 a.m. on Friday. 
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SUBJECT: Prosecution Memorandum: Billy Ray Dale, former 

Director, White House Telegraph and Travel Office 

INTRODUCTION 


We propose to charge Billy Ray Dale, the former Director of 
the White House Telegraph and Travel Office (Travel Office) , with 
converting to his own use approximately $54,000 in checks and 
$14,000 in cash received by him in connection with his official 
duties. The FBI has investigated this matter and strongly 
supports these charges. 


SUMMARY OF THE CASE 

In May, 1993, the White House terminated the entire, staff of 
the Travel Office, including Dale, amidst broad allegations of 
mismanagement and wrongdoing in the Travel Office. There was 
much public criticism of the way the Clinton administration 
handled the firings and the way it attempted to bolster its 
decision to fire the staff by mentioning that the FBI had begun a 
criminal investigation. 

The FBI investigation of the Travel Office began shortly 
after the staff was terminated. We determined that there was 
little or no evidence to support the kinds of allegations that 
were made at the time of the termination. However, in the course 
of our investigation, we discovered that Dale deposited 
approximately $54,000 in checks from the Travel Office into his 
personal bank account from January, 1988, through April, 1991, 
long before the Clinton administration came to Washington. We 
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have found no legitimate explanation for these deposits, and we 
propose to charge Dale with converting these checks. 

We also found that Dale cashed a number of checks from the 
Travel Office's account that he failed to record, or recorded 
inaccurately, in the Travel Office books. The missing cash 
amounts to $14,000 during the period from February, 1992, through 
January, 1993, which also pre-dates the Clinton administration. 

We propose to charge Dale with conversion of this $14,000. 

We anticipate no further charges against any Travel Office 
employee. Although we found no support for most of the 
allegations that led to the removal of the Travel Office staff, 
in the sections that follow we review the entire process that led 
to their removal because it is pertinent to our case and the 
defenses that Dale may offer. 

THF DEFENDANT 

Billy Ray Dale is 57 years old. He is married and has three 
grown children. He worked at the White House 32 years before he 
and the other Travel Office employees were terminated on May 19, 
1993. Dale was permitted to file for retirement. He apparently 
is suffering from a stomach ulcer and other stress-related 
ailments that predate the problems in the office. 

.Easts 

A. Travel Office Overview 

The Travel Office is located in the old Executive office 
Building on the grounds of the White House. It provides travel 
arrangements for members of the press when they accompany the 
President on his trips around the country and abroad. 1 During 
the relevant period. Dale was Director of the office and Gary 
Wright was his deputy. Five other persons worked for the office: 
John Dreylinger, Barnaby Brasseux, John McSweeney, Robert 
Van Eiroeren and Ralph "Mo" Maughan. 

Travel Office staff arrange for services for the White House 
press corps such as chartered aircraft, ground transportation for 
the correspondents and their equipment and baggage, working 
space, and communications facilities. They also assist in other 
ways, such as by securing suitable background decorations for 
press conferences and arranging for food and beverages. 


'The office also provides airline ticketing services for 
White House staff travelling on official business and sends and 
receives telegrams on behalf of the President. These functions 
are not at issue here. 
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While the employees of the Travel Office are paid with 
federal funds, the costs of the services they arrange are 
financed by the news organizations covering the President. Each 
correspondent travelling on a particular trip is billed a pro 
rata share of the costs related to that trip. Expenses are paid 
out of an account the Travel Office maintains in the name of the 
"Press Travel Fund" at the Higgs Bank branch one block from the 
White House. 2 During the relevant period, Dale and Wright were 
the only signatories on -this account. Because of the high costs 
associated with the press charters, particularly those to foreign 
countries, large amounts of money flowed through the Travel 
Office and the Riggs account. For instance, from May 1992 
through April 1993, the Travel Office disbursed about $7.7 
million to pay for expenses related to press travel. 

The Travel Office also kept substantial amounts of "petty 
cash" on hand to cover expenses that would arise during travel, 
such as gratuities to bus drivers and baggage handlers. Dale had 
primary responsibility for this cash, which he kept in a locked 
drawer at his desk. Before employees left for a trip, they would 
take money from petty cash and then hand back an> unused portion 
when they returned. The amounts taken ranged anywhere from a 
couple of hundred dollars for a one-day domestic flight to as 
much as $5,000 or more for a lengthy international trip. Dale, 
and occasionally Wright, replenished the petty cash from time to 
time by cashing checks at the Riggs Bank, and entering the amount 
as a credit in the petty cash log. The log indicated how much 
petty cash was taken out for a particular trip, how much was 
returned, and by whom, and kept a running account of the balance 
of the fund. It was maintained at Dale's desk, near the petty 
cash. In addition, the log contained separate pages for each of 
the employees where they recorded the amounts that they received 
from petty cash, and how those funds were spent. 

Dale was given considerable discretion on how the money in 
the Press Travel Fund was to be spent, although he occasionally 
consulted with the White House Correspondents Association and 
White House Press officials to obtain their views. 

B. Travel_0f f ice Under Dale_|_s_Leadership — 1982-1992 

Dale became the Travel Office Director in 1982 when a White 
House internal review conducted by Reagan White House Director of 
Administration John Rogers found lax accounting practices and a 


2 Bills are based on estimated costs. No effort was made by 
Dale to refund money to the travelers on a particular trip when 
actual costs turned out to be lower than expected. Indeed, the 
Travel Office sought to have a sizeable balance in the Press 
Travel Fund bank account in order to cover expenses that were 
incurred in planning the initial stages of a trip. 
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$150,000 surplus in the Press Travel Fund checking account due to 
overbilling. As a result of this review, Bob Manning, then the 
Director of the Travel Office, retired. His immediate 
replacement only lasted a few months, and Dale, who had been 
Manning's deputy, was named to head the office. Gary Wright 
became Dale ' s deputy . 


No substantive reviews or audits of the office apparently 
were conducted from 1982 through May 1993. In October 1988, the 
GAO received an anonymous letter making numerous allegations 
against Barnaby Brasseux and his wife, who was employed by Pan Am 
as a manager in its Washington, D.C. office. Among other things, 
the letter charged that members of the Travel Office and other 
White House officials were guests of Pan Am at sporting events 
and fishing parties on the Chesapeake Bay and that White House 
press charters were offered to Pan Am without obtaining 
competitive bids. With the exception of the free tickets, 
Brasseux and Dale denied the allegations and the matter was 
closed. 

Under Dale's stewardship, the traveling press was generally 
quite pleased with the way that the Travel office handled the 
press charters. Ever changing Presidential schedules put 
considerable pressure on the office, and Dale apparently was able 
to handle the difficulties that invariably arose. 

c. The Clinton Administration comes to Town 

Several employees of the Travel Office told us that from the 
inception of the Clinton Administration they were uneasy about 
whether they would be permitted to retain their positions as 
employees of the Travel Office. Like most White House career 
employees, members of the Travel office serve at the pleasure of 
the President. As subsequent events showed. Dale and his fellow 
employees' concerns were justified. 

Catherine Cornelius, the President's third cousin, had 
handled travel arrangements on the clinton-Gore campaign! During 
the transition period, she expressed an interest in performing 
the same role in the Clinton White House. Unfortunately for 
Cornelius, however, she was initially hired as a low-level 
staffer working for David Watkins, then the Director of the White 
House Office of Administration. 5 At that time, Cornelius was 24 
years old. 


’Watkins recently resigned after the news media publicized a 
helicopter trip he took to a Frederick, Maryland golf course. 
When the media discovered Watkins had taken this trip, he issued 
a statement claiming that among other things, it was necessary 
for him to scope out the course for the President and determine 
the actual time of play. 
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During the presidential transition and early days of the 
administration, Cornelius sent three memos to Watkins criticizing 
the operations of the Travel Office. She suggested that it be * 
reorganized, the personnel replaced, and that she be named the 
new director. Watkins claims that he did not pay much attention 
to these memos or the Travel Office. Consistent with Watkins's 
claim. Dale asserts that he -had no substantive contact with 
Watkins through the first months of the administration and did 
not know to whom he was supposed -to report in the Clinton White 
House. ‘ — - 

In early April, 1993, Watkins assigned Cornelius to the 
Travel Office. He claims that Cornelius was to assist with staff 
travel arrangements and to prepare a further report on the 
operations of the Office that could form a basis for considering 
how to reorganize the Travel Office to help with achieving the 
announced 25 percent staff reduction in the White House. 

About the same time, Harry Thomason, a close friend of the 
President and Mrs. Clinton, advised Watkins of problems with the 
Travel Office. Thomason reported that the Travel Office was 
using only UltrAir, Inc. for domestic press charters, that there 
were rumors about the Travel Office staff receiving kickbacks 
from airlines and that Dale had expressed no interest in doing 
business with Thomason's business partner, Darnell Martens. 4 

In response to the allegations made by Thomason, Watkins 
told Cornelius to "keep her eyes and ears open." Cornelius 
claims that based on this instruction, during the next few weeks 
she looked around, she surreptitiously reviewed various trip 
files in the Travel Office and reported back to Watkins that 
there were numerous checks to cash, unreconciled estimated bills 
and large fluctuations in the bank balances. She also told 
Watkins that two employees talked of their lakefront homes, 
another employee was planning a trip to Europe and talked about 
his race horse, and another spoke about a ski boat. Cornelius 
believed these comments reflected suspiciously high lifestyles 
for career government employees. 


‘Thomason and Martens each own one-third interests in the 
aviation consulting firm of Thomason, Richland and Martens (TRM) . 
Martens, who is President of the firm, passed on to Thomason 
rumors he heard about corruption and a lack of competitive 
bidding in the Travel office. Martens also reported that he had 
spoken to Dale about securing business from the Travel Office and 
Dale had said there was no possibility of his obtaining any such 
business. Martens claims that he was seeking business for Penny 
Sample, a charter broker he was friendly with, and not for TRM. 

A contemporaneous memo written by Martens suggests otherwise. 
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From the time of her arrival, Cornelius was distrusted by 
the Travel Office employees, who were well aware of the 
Administration's interest in cutting staff and the possibility of 
a restructuring of the office.’ Consequently, Cornelius was 
pushed to the back office and given little to do. 

At 7 a.m. one morning , a -copy of an old Travel Office check 
was found jammed in the office' s. copying machine. Everyone 
rightly suspected that the^ check" was evidence that Cornelius was 
going through the office's files, though Cornelius denied it. 
After this incident, Gary Wright locked up many of the files and 
bank statements. 

In late April or early May, Travel Office employees 
obtained, possibly from Cornelius's desk, a copy of the February 
1993 memo Cornelius wrote suggesting that they be replaced and 
that she be named to head the office. They also obtained a copy 
of Martens 's memo summarizing allegations of possible corruption 
in the office. 

on or about May 10, 1994, a series of meetings began at the 
White House concerning information provided by Cornelius, 

Thomason and Martens concerning possible misconduct in the Travel 
Office. Two lawyers in the White House Counsel's Office, Vincent 
Foster and William Kennedy, participated actively in these 
meetings and briefed the FBI on the allegations, on May 13, the 
White House decided to ask the accounting firm of Peat Marwick to 
conduct a review of the Travel Office in order to get a firm 
handle on what problems, if any, existed there. 

The FBI initially told the White House Counsel's Office that 
they wanted Bureau agents present during the review, in case 
White House employees made any statements to the accountants that 
might have to be introduced at a criminal trial. Foster did not 
like that idea, indicating that although he thought criminal 
activity had taken place, there might be some innocent 
explanation. After discussions back at Headquarters, the FBI 
decided that it should not be present during the review, -in part 
because the accountants might get information from the" Travel 
Office staff that might not be conveyed if agents were in 
attendance or conducting the review. The FBI called the White 
House Counsel's Office and conveyed this change in position. 
During this call, the Counsel's office stated that a decision had 
already been made by the White House to conduct the review 
without the FBI's involvement. 


’Indeed several Travel Office employees told us that almost 
immediately after the Inauguration, callers began phoning the 
Travel Office and asking for Cornelius, who didn't work there. 
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The White House Counsel's office did agree to follow certain 
rules concerning the review: that the review begin on May 14 - 

that the White House keep the FBI apprised periodically of the 
review results; that if a smoking gun were found, the White House 
would notify the FBI immediately, and the FBI would respond 
whenever needed; and that at the conclusion of the audit the FBI 
would begin its own investigation if the results of the review 
still justified one. The FBI provided no guidance on how the 
review should be conducted and offered no instructions to the 
accountants as to how the review should be handled. 


On the morning of May 14, numerous White House staffers led 
by Patsy Thomasson, Watkins's deputy, met with the Peat Marwick 
staff to work out a methodology for the review. A decision was 
also made by White House staff to inform the Travel Office 
employees that the examination was being conducted as part of the 
National Performance Review, which all offices in the White House 
were scheduled to undergo. This was not true. 


The Peat Marwick staff began work that Friday morning 
May 14, at the Travel Office, and continued through the weekend 6 
The White House Counsel's Office called the FBI during the 
initial morning of the review to advise of its progress. The 
White House indicated that the records were in a shambles and 
that due to poor bookkeeping procedures and the condition of the 
records, the accountants would not be able to perform a full 
audit. That afternoon, the White House advised the FBI that Peat 
Marwick had discovered approximately 13 checks made out to cash 
for which there was little or no documentation to establish how 
the cash was spent. There was another questionable transaction 
involving a $5,000 check to cash, which was recorded in the petty 
cash log as only $2,ooo. 2 


At 5 : 00 p.m. on Saturday, the Peat Marwick reviewers and 
White House staff briefed two agents from the FBI about the 
review. The meeting lasted roughly one hour. The accountants 
reported that when they had questioned Dale regarding the $5 000 
check that was recorded as $ 2 , 000 , he had no explanation- for 'the 
discrepancy, but that he later "found" the money in hi-s desk 


‘On the same day, May 14, Mrs. Clinton apparently had a 
telephone conversation with David Watkins regarding the Travel 
Office. In that conversation, according to a handwritten note, 
Mrs. Clinton stated that Harry Thomason advised that his people 
can run things better for the same cost. She also told Watkins 

that "we need those people out — we need our people in we need 

the slots.” 
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drawer.’ The reviewers indicated that there was still more work 
to be done and the White House staff promised to keep the FBI 
advised of any further developments. The auditors agreed to 
provide a final report by Wednesday, May 19. The FBI agents 
raised the issue of the security of the records, and the White 
House assured them that there would be no destruction of 
evidence. . 

On May 17, 1993, Peat Marwick provided a written report to 
the White House Counsel's Office. ‘The report found a lack of 
financial' controls and accounting systems, missing or inadequate 
documentation relating to invoices, contracts, bid solicitations 
and disbursements, and problems with the estimated bills sent to 
press organizations. Most importantly, the report found 
discrepancies with the petty cash funds. 

According to the report, the Peat Marwick accountants 
examined every check written to "cash" on the Riggs account from 
January 1, 1992 through April 30, 1993. There were 17 in all. 

The reviewers found four checks written to cash for which there 
was no corresponding entry in the petty cash log. Dale had no 
explanation for why these were not recorded in the log book. As 
mentioned above, the reviewers also discovered a check for cash 
dated October 9, 1992 for $5,000 was recorded in the petty cash 
log as $2,000. Dale also could not explain why the petty cash 
logs for the period before February 1992 were '’missing." 

On May 19, 1993, the employees were terminated. Almost 
immediately after the removal of the seven Travel Office 
employees, there was a firestorm of criticism in the press 
asserting that the White House's action was precipitous and 
needlessly tarred the reputations of all the employees in the 
Travel Office. The five nonsupervisory employees were each given 
new positions in the Executive Branch. Dale and Wright remained 
retired. 

D. The FBI Investigation 

Shortly after the Travel Office employees were fi-red, the 
FBI began its investigation under our supervision. The vast 
majority of the allegations we. examined proved meritless. 

However, we found substantial evidence that Dale in fact stole at 
least $14,000 in petty cash and that he converted approximately 
$54,000 worth of Travel Office checks to his own use. We found 


’We have reason to question Dale's explanation for the 
missing $3,000, and that is discussed more fully in the sections 
that follow. 
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no evidence of illegal conduct by any other members of the Travel 
Office. 1 


1. Conversion of Travel office Checks 

In the course of investigating the allegations regarding 
kickbacks and theft of petty cash funds, we examined Dale's bank 
records. We discovered that between January 1988 and April 1991 
Dale deposited over $54 , 000 in Travel Office checks into a bank ' 
account in his and his wife's name at Equitable Bank, now known 
as Maryland’ National Bank. These deposits were not discovered 
during the Peat Marwick audit, nor have they been mentioned in 
any published reports concerning the Travel Office. 

A total of 55 checks were deposited by Dale, ranging in 
value from $38.30 to $6,977.38. Fifteen were for more than 
$1000. Out of 27 deposits made by Dale, all but two totalled 
over $500 and only nine were less than $1,000.’ 

The checks taken by Dale consisted largely of reimbursements 
from telephone companies around the country to the Travel office 
for overpayments made in connection with telephone service 
arranged for the White House press corps. Two checks were 
refunds from Greyhound, and the rest were payments by news 
organizations for charges billed to them in connection with trips 
taken by their correspondents. The media checks selected by Dale 
for deposit into his account were not from mainstream press 
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organizations, but rather English, Japanese, German and Hispanic 
media. Dale's selection of these checks is significant. The 
refund checks invariably were generated by the vendors on their 
own — they arrived unexpectedly and their absence would not be 
missed. Similarly, the checks from esoteric news services were 
less likely to be scrutinized by those services when returned by 
their bank and those organizations were less likely to understand 
the meaning of Dale's name as the only endorsement. 

Virtually all of the checks Dale took were made payable to 
the Travel office and/or Dale as the Director of the Office and 
mailed to the White House. 10 While three were payable solely to 
"Billy Dale", we are able to tie all the checks deposited in 
Dale's personal account to official business of the Travel 
Office. For instance. Travel Office records reflect that the 
checks made payable to Dale, which were drawn on Deutsche Bank, 
were payments due from a German reporter for his share of 
expenses for charters arranged by the Travel Office." 

Almost all the checks were endorsed solely with a stamp 
reading "FOR DEPOSIT ONLY BILLY R. DALE". Five had handwritten 
endorsements by Dale and three had no endorsement. 

The Travel Office also maintained a log in which they 
recorded checks that came into the office, including the amount, 
the payor, and the date the check came in. The employees, 
including Dale, shared the task of opening the mail, and each of 
them recorded incoming checks in the log at one time or another. 
None of the Travel Office employees we guestioned were aware of 
any incoming checks not being recorded in the log. The 1989 log 
was the only checks received log that could be located for the 
years 1988 through 1991. Of the 12 checks that Dale deposited in 
his personal account in 1989, all but 3 were not recorded in the 
log. 


'“Persons and corporations typically were instructed to send 
checks payable to the "Press Travel Fund" and to mail these to 
Billy R. Dale, Transportation Office, The White House,'. 

Washington, D.C. 20500. We know from our review of the Riggs 
deposits that about 951 of the checks were in fact so written — 
the remainder were made payable directly to Dale or the Travel 
Office or both. 

"One check from Viva America Media Group was made payable tc 
Thomas Regalado, one of its correspondents. The check was for 
$2,816.19, the amount that Regalado owed for his share of trip 
expenses. This check was endorsed by Regalado and given to Dale, 
who stamped it for deposit only and deposited it in his account. 
Regalado was credited in the Travel Office records for having 
paid the amount due with this check. He recalls signing over 
this check to Dale. 
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We could find no legitimate reason for these checks to be 
deposited into Dale's personal bank account. Pursuant to the 
policy of the office, all checks were to be deposited in the 
Riggs Account across the street. Deposits were made at least 
once a week by Mo Maughan and occasionally others, and checks 
were kept in a drawer in a back room awaiting deposit. it 
certainly was not easier for Dale to have taken checks home to 
Maryland, rather than walk across the street. Indeed on 4 
occasions, Travel Office checks_were deposited by Dale in his 
account on the same day deposits were made to the Travel Office 
account .at Riggs. On 2 other occasions. Dale cashed Travel 
Office checks at Riggs on the same day that he deposited checks 
into his personal account at Maryland National Bank. 

There is no evidence that Dale used funds from his personal 
account to pay Travel Office expenses. He certainly did not 
wr> ite checks for such expenses, and our analysis of his financial 
records indicates that he and his wife withdrew only $31,360 in 
cash from their account during this period of more than three 
years. Thus, even if Dale spent every penny of this cash on 
Travel Office expenses, rather than on his and his wife's daily 
expenses, he still netted over $20,000 from the Travel Office 
checks. 

Moreover, as discussed more fully below, there was no need 
for Dale to incur official expenses out of his own funds, or out 
of any source beyond the Travel Office account. There was a 
checkbook available in the office to pay Travel Office expenses, 
and Travel Office employees going on trips usually took a few 
blank checks with them to pay for any emergencies that came up. 
These were rarely required. if there was a need for cash, there 
was no reason for Dale to dip into his own pocket because there 
was more than ample petty cash available. Moreover, even if Dale 
had spent his own funds for Travel Office expenses, it would have 
been far easier to reimburse himself with either petty cash or a 
Press Travel Fund check made out to himself, rather than secretly 
depositing refund and other checks into his personal account. In 
fact, Dale and the other Travel Office employees routinely 
reimbursed themselves with petty cash when they incurred' official 
expenses out of their own pockets. 

2 . Missing Petty Cash ~" 

The petty cash log, which is available only for the period 
from early 1992 through May, 1993, 12 and the Press Travel Fund 


I2 The petty cash logs covering the period prior to February 
1992 are missing. Dale had no explanation for the missing logs 
during the Peat Marwick audit, but the Travel Office employees 
speculate that Catherine Cornelius or others from the Clinton 
Administration who wanted to oust them from the Travel Office may 
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bank records reflect that Dale cashed the following checks, but 
did not enter the amounts in the log: 


February 18, 1992 $3,000 
April 10, 1992 $2,500 
June 17, 1992 $3,000 
January 11, 1993 $2,500 


In addition, on October 9, 1992_Dale cashed a check for $5,000 
at Riggs bank, and entered only '$2 , 000 in the petty cash log. 

The evidence indicates that Dale stole this missing $14,000 
in cash, and did not merely fail to enter it in the petty cash 
log. First, the amounts are large, and it is highly unlikely 
that Dale simply forgot to enter them in the log. Second, on the 
date that most of the unrecorded checks were cashed, the balance 
in the petty cash fund already was sufficient to cover the 
upcoming expenses. In one instance, the petty cash fund balance 
was fairly low, but Dale cashed another check for $1,000 just two 
days later to replenish the fund, and entered that amount in the 
log. There was simply no need to cash these sizeable checks at 
the time they were presented. Third, at or shortly after the 
unrecorded checks to cash. Dale took money out of petty cash for 
trips in smaller amounts that were commensurate with the types of 
trips he made, and he recorded these withdrawals in the log. 

Thus, he cannot claim credibly that he used the relatively large 
amounts of unrecorded cash to pay trip expenses during this 
period. Finally, as discussed more fully below, there is no 
reason to believe that Dale was maintaining a separate, off-the- 
books cash fund to pay travel office expenses. None of the other 
employees was aware of such a fund, none of them ever used funds 
from such a source, and none were aware of Dale doing so. 

The explanation that Dale offered the Peat Marwick auditors 
for the discrepancy between the $5,000 check to cash and the 
$2,000 amount that he entered in the log provides additional 
evidence that he stole the cash. On the first day of the Peat 
Marwick review, a Friday, Daniel Russell, a Senior Peat Marwick 
CPA, questioned Dale between 12:30 and 2:00 p.m. about, the 
discrepancies, and Dale had no explanation. Russell again talked 
to Dale around 5 p.m. or 6 p . m .-, ..and he offered no explanations 
for the misrecording. Our investigation has disclosed that on 
that afternoon. Dale went to the White House Federal Credit Union 
and withdrew $2,500 in cash. 1 ’ Dale had not made a cash 


be responsible for those missing records. 

'’This left Dale with a balance of approximately $15,000. 
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withdrawal from that account f- 
day, a Saturday, Dale withdrew 


. 1 - wer a vear. 14 The following 





That Saturday, Russell again asked Dale about the petty cash 
discrepancies, and Dale said that he now had an explanation for 
the missing $3,000. Dale went to his desk and produced an 
envelope containing $2,800 in cash, which he told Russell 
corresponded to a- portion pf^the—missing $3,000. Dale also 
produced a separate envelope that lie said contained the petty 
cash. Riissell saw money inside that envelope, but did not count 
it. Dale told Russell that he had set the $3,000 aside for an 
upcoming trip to Indonesia because he sometimes had to pay 
kickbacks when he traveled to that part of the world. Dale said 
that when the trip was cancelled, he simply forgot about the 
money. Dale said that the missing $200 must have been spent on 
some Travel Office expenses, but he could not recall what they 
were. 


Dale ' s explanation is not credible. First, he clearly 
suggested to Russell that the money was sitting in his desk and 
that he had forgotten about it. Dale gave no indication to the 
accountant that he had gotten the money from his personal 
account, or that he was using his personal bank accounts to 
maintain Travel Office funds, and yet the bank records strongly 
suggest that Dale withdrew the cash from his own bank accounts to 
pay it back. Moreover, it is unlikely that Dale would have 
forgotten about $2,800 in cash sitting in his desk drawer, 
particularly when serious questions were being asked about the 
missing cash. 

Second, there is no reason why this cash would not have been 
used for another trip when the alleged Indonesia trip was 
cancelled. Instead, additional checks to cash were written on 
five subsequent occasions, for a total of $9,500. 

Third, Dale's explanation about kickbacks in Indonesia is 
inconsistent with the travel records for that period. The $5,000 
check was cashed in October, 1992, and yet Dale made no 
international trips from January 10, .1992 until he left the 
Travel Office in May 1993. Moreover, 1992 was an election year, 
and Dale's 30 years of experience with the Travel Office would 


“Dale had, however, obtained cashiers checks from the White 
House Federal Credit Union and then deposited those checks in his 
Maryland National Bank account on the following occasions: 
September 16, 1992 ($1,500), January 7, 1993 ($1,500), and April 
29, 1993 ($1,200). 

,s We are unable to obtain bank records reflecting what time 
this withdrawal took place. 
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tell him that it was extremely unlikely that President Bush would 
be taking a trip to Southeast Asia in October or November of an 
election year. In fact, there was no such trip in 1992 or the 
portion of 1993 during which Dale remained at the Travel Office. 

LAW 


A. Section 654 

We propose to charge Dale with two counts of conversion 
under 18 u.S.C. § 654. Count One of the proposed indictment 
charges the check conversion scheme, and Count Two charges the 
petty cash thefts . 

Section 654 of United States Code, Title 18 provides: 

Whoever, being an officer or employee of the 
United States or any department or agency thereof, 
embezzles or wrongfully converts to his own use the 
money or property .of another which comes into his 
possession or under his control in the execution of 
such office or employment, or under color or claim of 
authority as such officer or employed, shall be 
f ined. .. [and/or] imprisoned not more than ten 
years... but if the sum embezzled is S100 or less, he 
shall be ... imprisoned not more than one year.... 

Thus we must establish that Dale 1) was an officer or employee of 
the United States; 2) that he embezzled or wrongfully converted 
to his own use the money or property of another; and 3) that the 
money or property came into his possession in the execution of 
his employment, or under color or claim of authority. See 
United states v . Occhiointi . 772 F.Supp. 170, 178 (S.D.N.Y. 1991); 
United States V. Settle . 9 F.3d 110, 1993 WL 337537 (6th Cir. 

1993 ) . Dale must have gained "possession of the converted 
property either while properly performing his employment or while 
pretending to carry out the duties of his employment." 

United States v.RioPOn . 537 F.Supp. 789, 791 (C.D. 111. 1982). 

There should be no dispute that Dale was an officer of the 
United States, or that the checks and petty cash came into his 
possession by virtue of his being the Director of the Travel 
Office. The issue at trial will be whether the checks and petty 
cash were embezzled and/or wrongfully converted. 

Embezzlement and conversion are overlapping, but distinct 
offenses. The Supreme Court described conversion as follows: 

[conversion] may be consummated without any intent to 
keep and without any wrongful taking, where the initial 
possession by the converter was entirely lawful. 

Conversion may include misuse or abuse of property. It 
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may reach use in an unauthorized manner or to an 
unauthorized extent of property placed in one's custody 
for limited use. Money rightfully taken into one's 
custody may be converted without any intent to keep or 
embezzle it merely by commingling it with the 
custodian's own, if he was under a duty to keep it 
separate and intact. It is not difficult to think of 
intentional and knowing abuses and unauthorized uses of 
government property that might be knowing conversions 
but which could not be reached as embezzlement, 
stealing or purloining. 

Morissette v. United States . 342 U.S. 246, 271-72 (1952) ,A ; see 
also, United States v. Foael . 901 F.2d 23, 25-26 (4th Cir. 1990) 
(modern tendency to broaden the offense of conversion to include 
intentional and knowing abuses or unauthorized uses of government 
property which do not fit within the traditional common law 
definition of conversion) . Conversion does not require an intent 
to make personal use of the property or to deprive another of his 
or her property permanently. Instead, "the offense of conversion 
includes the element of serious interference with another's 
property rights. Thus, if the defendant did not know that he was 
seriously interfering or that the property was another's he does 
not have the requisite intent and cannot be convicted of 
conversion." United States v. Scott . 789 F.2d 795, 798 (9th Cir. 
1986) . 

On the other hand, a defendant commits the crime of 
embezzlement "'when being in lawful possession of the property of 
another, he fraudulently appropriates or converts such property 
to his own use with the intent permanently to deprive.'" 

United States v._ Tavlor , 867 F.2d 700, 702 (D.C. Cir. 

1989) (embezzlement by bank employee) ; see also, Dobbins v. 

United States . 157 F.2d 257, 259-260 (D.C. Cir. 

1946) (embezzlement requires "wrongful", not mere, conversion, 
core of the crime is the accused's wrongful intention). 

We could attempt to argue that the crime of conversion was 
completed the instant Dale commingled Travel Office checks and 
cash with his own funds. However, we are unable to point to any 
specific duty Dale had to keep such money separate. He was not 
formally a trustee or custodian of these funds, and given his 
lack of a college or accounting degree and the informality of the 
office, we would be hard pressed to demonstrate he should have 


l6 Morissette deals with Section 641, which prohibits one from 
"knowingly convert [ ing] , " while section 654 bars a person from 
"wrongfully convert ( ing] . " However, the Morissette Court 
concluded that knowingly converts in the section 641 context 
means " wrongfully to deprive another of possession of property." 
Morissette . 342 U.S. at 276. 
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realized it would be legally improper to handle the funds in this 
manner. Furthermore, if a jury believed that Dale in fact spent 
on Travel Office expenses every cent that he commingled with the 
assets in his bank account, it is unlikely that it would convict 
him of such a technical violation. 

We will argue that Dale did not make such expenditures and 
never intended to do so, but rather used the money for his own 
purposes. We will show that he, placed the money in his personal 
bank account, and used it for his personal benefit. 

B i Charging Considerations 

We have chosen to charge Dale in two separate counts, one 
for his embezzlement/ conversion of the checks and the other for 
the cash. The proposed indictment lays out some of the specific 
checks and amounts, but charges only that he embezzled and 
converted in excess of $100. This relieves us of the burden of 
showing that all of a particular Travel Office check or petty 
cash withdrawal was devoted exclusively to Dale's personal use. 

In order to defend against these charges, Dale would have to show 
that all the money taken was ultimately spent for the benefit of 
the Travel Office. We believe he will be unable to do so, as 
there are no records to reflect precisely what expenses were 
incurred and how those amounts matched the amounts he removed 
from the Travel Office. If such a document existed, we have 
little doubt that Dale's attorneys would have produced it to us 
and would have shown less interest in reviewing Travel Office 
records . 

Charging multiple conversions in a single count should not 
present any legal problems. This is particularly so because the 
conversions are part of a continuing scheme. United States 
v. Girard , 601 F.2d 69, 72 (2nd Cir. 1979) (upholding single count 
charging 4 thefts in violation of §641) ; United states 
v. Pavloski . 574 F.2d 933, 936 (7th Cir. 1978) ("Ordinarily 
embezzlement is accomplished by 'several separate transactions 
[that] may form a single, continuing scheme, and may therefore be 
charged in a single count.'") . 

Nor should the reference to checks converted outside the 
statute of limitations present any problems. The activity 
outside the statute of limitations is not actually charged, but 
is simply included as information that is relevant to Dale's 
continuing scheme. 17 Where there is a continuing scheme, it 


17 Because Dale's deposit of the earlier checks is relevant to 
the charged conduct, and is neither inflammatory nor unfairly 
prejudicial. Dale will not succeed if he moves to strike these 
allegations as surplusage. See United States v. Jordan , 626 F.2d 
928, 930 n.l (D . C. Cir. 1980); United States v. Poindexter , 725 
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properly may be set forth in the indictment, even if a portion of 
the activity took place outside the statute of limitations. "The 
fact that a portion of the alleged pattern of violations occurred 
outside the limitations period does not defeat the indictment but 
the government must prove that at least one criminal act occurred 
within the limitations period." United States v. Kelley . 480 
F.Supp. 901, 902 (E.D. Mo. 1979) (Hobbs extortion of multiple 
deliveries of concrete) . Accord . United States v. Hedman . 630 
F. 2d 1184, 1199 (7th Cir. 1980) (single continuous plan of 
extortion with multiple payments--specif ic jury instruction on 
agreeing to offense within the limitations period) ; United States 
v. For st . 655 F.2d 101, 104 (7th Cir. 1981) (indictment charged 25 
year long Hobbs extortion) . 

Finally, we considered and rejected also charging Dale with 
violating 26 U.S.C. 57206(1), by failing to report on his federal 
income tax returns the money he received as a result of his 
illegal activities. Such charges are not properly venued in the 
District of Columbia because we have no evidence that Dale's 
returns were prepared, signed and/or filed here. See 
United states v.Marrinson . 832 F.2d 1465, 1474 (7th Cir. 1987). 

In any event, we believe such tax charges would add complexity to 
the case, without any equal benefit. 

POTENTIAL DEFENSES 


A. The Slush Fund 

According to Dale's counsel, the primary defense will be 
that Dale paid various Travel Office expenses with of f-the-books 
petty cash and personal funds that were reimbursed through Travel 
Office checks deposited in his bank account. In essence. Dale 
will claim that he maintained a separate "slush fund" to pay for 
certain White House press-related expenses. 

The slush fund defense works somewhat differently for the 
check stealing scheme (January, 1988 through April, 1991) than 
for the petty cash thefts (February, 1992 through January, 1993), 
but we believe that Dale will offer that defense to bo.th -charges . 
Because we intend to charge Dale with taking checks and petty 
cash, but at different times, Dale will have to explain two 
different systems of maintaining the slush fund. During the 
check stealing period, he must argue that he used large amounts 
of cash from some personal, outside source to pay press expenses, 
and then funnelled the money back to himself with the stolen 
checks. During the period of the petty cash thefts, Dale must 
argue that he replenished the slush fund by simply cashing Press 
Travel Fund checks and not recording them in the log. Dale will 
also have to explain why he switched systems in 1992. 


F. Supp. 13, 35 (D.D.C. 1989); Fed. R. Crim. P. 7(d). 
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There are several responses to the separate slush fund line 
of defense. First, no one knew about thi s fund. We have 

Each worked in the Travel Offic^mH Uale for at 
least 9 years, and Wright worked with him for over 30 years. Not 
one, however, had any knowledge of Dale depositing Travel Office 
checks into his personal bank account, or of Dale using petty 
cash and not recording it in. the log, or of the existence of any 
secondary source of funds outside the Riggs account and the 
office's petty cash drawer." If such a separate fund was needed 
and in fact existed, it is hard to see why Dale never mentioned 
it to any of the other Travel Office employees, especially his 
deputy and longtime friend, Gary Wright. Indeed, since Dale only 
did a limited amount of travelling during this 1988-1993 period, 
it would seem to be essential to let at least one other person in 
the Travel Office know that such a fund existed and needed to be 
maintained.” 


In those limited instances in which employees used their own 
funds for expenses — such as paying $20-40 cash in tips or 
placing a $50 truck rental on a personal credit card — they were 
reimbursed promptly with petty cash or a Travel Office check made 
out to them. During the limited period for which we have the 
petty cash log. Dale reimbursed himself with petty cash on two 
occasions for out of pocket expenses, and recorded it in the log. 

Dale apparently will argue that certain expenses needed to 
be kept off the books. Thus far, Dale's attorney has refused to 
fully identify what these expenses were, except to state that on 
international trips Dale may have made grease payments to foreign 
officials to get things done. We have investigated this claim by 
reviewing files, and by questioning Travel Office staff and 
others who travelled frequently on the press charters. We have 
identified only two trips where such payments may have been made: 



"Indeed, although they all had discussed with Dale the FBI 
investigation, he had not mentioned to them that he had taken any 
checks. 


”From January 1988 through May 1993, Dale was on only 65 of 
the 307 press charters handled by the Travel Office. There were 
29 international trips, and Dale worked 10 of these. He went on 
no international trips from January 11, 1992 through May 19, 

1993. Wright travelled far more than Dale during this entire 
period. 
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a trip to Bali in 1986 and a trip to Korea in December 
1991/January 1992. 21 


The accounts concerning the Bali trip, which took place 
prior to any events charged in the proposed indictment, are 
fairly consistent. According to John McSweeney, he got into an 
argument with a Balinese military officer who was refusing to 
allow luggage to be loaded onto the press plane. Dale stepped 
in,' and walked away with the- official. Shortly thereafter. Dale 
returned, the baggage was placed on the aircraft, and the plane 
was able to leave on time. Although no one saw any money being 
paid, "Dale later told McSweeney that he slipped the official some 
cash. Dale subsequently told at least Wright and Brasseux about 
the alleged payment, and the story is well known among the Travel 
Office employees and others. No one can say for sure how much 
Dale paid. 22 Interestingly, they all assume that Dale used the 
Travel Office's regular petty cash to make this payment, and both 


other occasion. In the meantime, Dale's attorney mentioned to us 
that Dale had paid a grease payment in Korea as well as Bali. 



There is some appeal to the idea that grease payments may 
have been made. Traveling with the President sometimes involved 
sudden changes in schedule, and it is easy to imagine that 
foreign officials could throw roadblocks in the way at the last 


M We have determined that these payments are not chargeable 
under the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act. That Act prohibits a 
United States citizen from using an instrumentality of commerce 
to pay money to a foreign official for purposes of influencing 
him, in order to assist the citizen "in obtaining or retaining 
business for or with, or directing business, to any person." 
Dale's payments were not for retaining or directing business to 
anyone . 

“Wright claimed that from his conversations with Dale he 
thought that Dale paid "a couple of thousand dollars perhaps." 
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minute. 23 There are, however, several problems with this as a 
defense. First, it does not come close to explaining the $54,000 
in checks taken by Dale during the 3 year period. To do so, such 
payments would need to have been a regular occurrence. Yet no 
other Travel Office employee, including Dale's predecessor, ever 
made such a payment, saw such a payment being made, or even saw 
one solicited. Although Dale was present on many of the 
international trips, Gary Wright traveled considerably more than 
Dale during the relevant period, .and yet he never encountered 
this situation himself. Indeed, the fact that so many employees 
have heard the story of the Bali payment suggests that this was 
an unusual occurrence, and one that Dale did not keep to himself. 

Dale's counsel also indicated that Dale paid other kinds of 
Travel Office expenses with outside funds. The only example he 
has given us was the purchase of four L.L. Bean rain suits for 
the personnel who loaded and unloaded the press luggage and 
equipment. According to Dale's attorney, Dale paid for the rain 
gear with his own funds. We have determined, however, that this 
expense was, in fact, recorded in the petty cash log, indicating 
that petty cash from the Travel Office was used to buy the rain 
gear. Moreover, there is simply no reason for Dale to pay such a 
legitimate expense with his own funds, or to keep such an expense 
off the books. 24 

During the period in which he stole Travel Office checks, 
Dale will also have to explain why he didn't simply use the more 
than ample petty cash to make grease payments. Given the 
informality of the petty cash record-keeping, the petty cash log 
would present little or no barrier to using petty cash to make 
grease payments, and petty cash was the obvious source for any 
such payments. In fact, as noted above, the other Travel Office 
employees assumed the Bali payment was made with petty cash, and 
Dale told two of - them that it was. There was no shortage of such 
funds. During the period of the stolen checks, over $100,000 in 
were written to "cash." Moreover, if the petty cash ran out 
during a trip, Travel Office staff, including Dale, cashed Press 
Travel Fund checks on the road in order to get more. Dale may, 


B It is not clear, however, Jfchat a jury will approve of White 
House personnel bribing other government officials throughout 
Southeast Asia. 
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of course, argue that he came to the realization in 1992 that he 
should just use petty cash, and that is when he began cashing 
Press Travel Fund checks and not recording them in the log.* 5 

B. No Reasonable Source for the Slush Fund 

Another response to the slush fund line of defense, for the 
period of the stolen checks, is that there is no evidence in 
Dale's financial records that any such fund existed. There is no 
evidence that Dale wrote any checks from his own account to pay 
for Travel Office expenses, and thus the fund, if it existed, 
must have been separate from his own account. The FBI has 
reviewed records concerning all of Dale's bank and credit union 
accounts, savings bonds, real estate and other assets, and we 
have obtained Dale's tax records going back to 1987. The FBI has 
also reviewed the assets and accounts of Dale's three grown 
children, with whom he had transactions during the relevant 
period. 

Dale and his wife used ATM cards to withdraw cash, in 
amounts ranging from $30 to $400 and in a pattern that is 
consistent with everyday expenditures. 24 During the period when 
Dale took the $54,000 in checks, they withdrew a total of 
approximately $31,360 in cash. Thus, even if Dale had used every 
bit of this cash to pay Travel Office expenses, he would have 
netted over $20,000 through the Travel Office checks he deposited 
into his account. 17 It is, of course, inconceivable that Dale 
used all of this cash for such expenses. Like all of us, he and 
his wife needed to pay cash for every day items such as lunch, 
gas, movies, dry cleaning, etc. 

We will be able to show that rather than spend the Travel 
Office checks on White House press corps expenses. Dale used 
these funds for his personal benefit. The FBI evaluated Dale's 
net income and expenditures during the period from January, 1988, 


“Dale's lawyers have pointed to Dale's lack of a college 
degree and accounting background, and argued that we cannot 
assume Dale was acting illegally just because the system he set 
up might not be the most logical or efficient. 

“ Dale wrote only one check to cash during the relevant 
period, on March 22, 1991 for $100. 

“The only other source of cash that we have identified are 
Treasury Checks made out to Dale for per diem travel 
reimbursements that Dale cashed and did not deposit into his 
accounts, and travel advances that he received. During the 
relevant period, this amounted to approximately $3,192. This 
still leaves Dale $20,000 short if he spent every penny of these 
funds and his ATM withdrawals on the Travel Office. 
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confirm that they were cashed and not deposited in an unrelated 
account. We have made a considerable effort to trace every 
possible refund, reimbursement or payment provided to Dale. The 
items we have identified total only a few thousand dollars. 

It strikes us as dubious that Dale would use an inheritance 
from John, loan repayments from the kids and cash from checks to 
build up a large cash fund outside the bank. Indeed, the 
suggestion that Dale maintained a_. large cash fund is also 
undercut by the fact that he borrowed money from individuals on 
more than, one occasion during the relevant period. Specifically, 
in 1990, Dale borrowed $8,000 at eight percent interest from 
George Bohrer, a White House Communications office employee, and 
he borrowed $2,000 from another White House employee. Dale 
apparently used the loan proceeds to buy a boat for over $11,000. 
Dale repaid the $2,000 loan promptly, and he repaid the $8,000 in 
equal installments over a period of more than three years. Dale 
must explain why he needed to borrow money from such sources, and 
pay interest on one of. the loans, if he had a large cash horde 
available to him. 31 Similarly, Dale must explain why he and his 
wife regularly withdrew cash from the bank if he had a large cash 
fund already available. 

C. The Petty Cash Thefts 

Unlike the checks Dale deposited into his personal account, 
we have no direct evidence of Dale spending or depositing the 
cash that he failed to record in the petty cash log. Thus, our 
charge that he stole the unrecorded cash is based on 
circumstantial evidence. We believe the evidence is convincing 
that Dale stole the cash, but our case relies heavily on the fact 
that these checks were not recorded, or were recorded 
inaccurately, in the petty cash log. As a result, Dale may argue 
that he simply forgot to enter the checks in the log. Given the 
sometimes hectic schedule in the Travel office, there is some 
appeal to the argument that he got cash for a trip at the last 
minute, and just forgot to write it down. 

We have several responses to that defense. First, these 
checks were for large amounts, and it is unlikely that Dale would 
forget to write down a $2,000 to $3,000 cash withdrawal. Second, 
if Dale forgot to write it down in the rush before a trip, he 


’’Dale's lawyers assert that his loans prove that he was not 
stealing Travel Office checks or petty cash. They contend that 
if Dale was taking Travel Office checks and cash, he would have 
simply taken more, rather than borrow money and pay interest, of 
course, the simple response is that he planned the timing and 
size of his thefts carefully in order to avoid detection. 
Moreover, interest is insignificant when you pay it with someone 
else's money. 
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through April, 1991. According to their analysis. Dale and his 
wife took in approximately $235,712 and spent or saved 
approximately $302,492, leaving an excess of $66,700. We will be 
able to show that these additional expenditures were financed 
with $54,189 in Travel Office checks and $13,808 in unexplained 
cash deposits, 2 ’ totalling $67,997. 

Dale's extra money was spent on his children and himself. 

In 1987, Dale used $59,706 from his White House Credit Union 
account to purchase property on. Lake Anna, in Virginia. He then 
built a lake house on the property and spent thousands of dollars 
on improvements to the house. In 1990, Dale bought a boat for 
the lake house for over $ 11 , 000 . 

Dale was also generous with his children during the early 
1990's. For example, in May 1990, Dale gave his daughter, Vicky 
Dale, $24,000 which she used to purchase a townhouse.” In 1992, 
Dale gave his son Steven and his wife $9,000, which they used, 
somewhat indirectly, toward the purchase of a house. 

Because little, if any, of the expenditures from Dale's bank 
accounts were for the benefit of the Travel Office, Dale is left 
to argue that he had a separate cash horde from which he took 
cash that he used to pay for Travel Office expenses. However, 
the financial records simply do not support the existence of any 
such fund. We are aware of no source for such funds available to 
Dale, and he certainly did not report any such source on his 
income tax returns. Nor did Dale report the alleged cash fund as 
an asset on loan applications during the relevant period, or on 
his financial disclosure forms filed in 1992. 

From our detailed analysis of Dale's financial situation, it 
appears that there are three potential sources that Dale might 
point to: an inheritance from his brother John, loan repayments 

from his children, and checks cashed but not deposited. 

Dale's brother John was mentally ill and in and out of 
institutions for most of his later life. As noted in his VA 
file, due to his illness he spent money recklessly and as a 


“The $13,808 in unexplained cash deposits occurred much 
earlier than the cash thefts that we propose to charge. These 

earlier cash deposits may reflect that Dale was stealing petty 

cash at the same time that he was converting the checks, but we 

do not have the petty cash logs for that period to prove it. 

“Dale gave $20,000 to Vicky directly, and funnelled an 
additional $4,000 to her through Steven. This is one of several > 

convoluted transactions between Dale and his children, f ift. 
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result did not have enough for food and rant. Financial records 
in the file generally indicate that he had no nonay, with the 
exception of a line in a January 1988 record where $28,000 is 
scratched out and lero written in its place. Fron our review of 
the records, it appears that Dale in part nanaged John's 
financial affairs. At the tine of his death, John was receiving 
Approximately saoo per nonth In Social Security disability 
paysents, which he spent alnost ionedlataly, and 51,500 e year 
rrox * investments. “ He hed only. about $100 in his bank 
account.” We nave not been able to find out if he left a will 
and are In the process of retrieving Ms tax returns. Dele paid 
for John' a funeral expenses, which anounted to approx mate l y 
$5, coo, directly out of his Maryland National Bank checking 
account. There are no checks that wo can characterize as being 
paynonts fron John's estate to Dele 

^ ^P*e can find no evidence 
of this in Dais's records, or with John's last known esployar, 
Riggs Bank. 

Second, on several occasions during the relevant period. 

Dale provided money to his children, and he nay dels that the 
children paid back these loans in cash. The largest anounts Dale 
gave to his children are $20,000 to his daughter Vicky in 1990 to 
help her purchase a condoeiinius, and 5S,000 to his son Steven in 
late 1992 to help his purchase a hone. One problen with thia 
suggestion is that Dele provided a gift letter to Vicky and her 
bank in which he stated that the funds were strictly a gift and 
would net be paid back. Moreover, the loan to Steven Is well 
after the 55 Travel Office checks were taken. Another problen 
with this clslb is that it Is unlikely that Dale's children would 
have repaid such loans in cash, and in fact we have aaen e nuxbar 
of checks froB then to Oale. I 


Third, we know that on occasion. Dele cashed checks rather 
than depositing than into his account. It is nearly impossible 
to detarnine how many lines this occurred or how nuch. money is 
involved as these records are not retrievable by account nuBCer. 
Rather, it is necessary to know what day the check was cashed and 
than to wade through the taller work for that period. Me know 
that Oale cashed checks because we have Identified various 
voucher reimbursement checks that were issued to hiB but not 
deposited in his account. Me were able to trace these checks and 


“We also know that John had an account at tne White House 
Federal Credit Union. Dale was e signatory on this account, 
which at the tiBe It was closed in 19t« hed a balance of 
approximately $12,000. Due to the routine destruction of 
records, we do not know what happened to this noney - 
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could certainly do it when he got back. If Dale claims that he 
simply forgot to write it down and then took the money on a trip, 
when he returned from the trip he would have been required to put 
the remaining cash back in the fund, or explain what he spent it 
on. It is unlikely that Dale would forget not only about the 
substantial cash withdrawal before a trip, but also forget the 
equally substantial expenses he incurred on the trip. It is also 
unlikely that Dale spent exactly the amount that he took. 

Second, at or shortly’ after the time of the unrecorded 
checks to cash, Dale took money out of petty cash for trips in 
smaller amounts that were commensurate with the types of domestic 
trips he made, and he recorded those withdrawals in the log. If 
Dale forgot to enter the larger amounts, he must explain why he 
contemporaneously remembered to enter the smaller amounts. 

Third, the travel records and petty cash log indicate that 
Dale had no need to cash checks for trip expenses, or to 
replenish the petty cash, on the dates that most of the 
unrecorded checks were cashed. On those dates, the petty cash 
balance was either sufficient to cover the upcoming expenses, or 
it was replenished shortly after the unrecorded checks to cash. 
These facts indicate that Dale did not cash these unrecorded 
checks to get last minute funds for trips, but that he cashed 
checks and pocketed the money. 

Finally, no other Travel Office employee was aware of petty 
cash funds being taken and not recorded in the log. When they 
took petty cash, they recorded it, and when they returned from a 
trip, they accounted for what they had spent and returned any 
that was left over. Dale certainly cannot claim that he gave any 
of the unrecorded cash to other Travel Office employees to spend, 
because they would have accounted for the expenditure or return 
of such substantial amounts. Thus, Dale must argue that, during 
this 13 month period, he himself incurred over $10,000 in cash 
expenses — over and above the amounts he withdrew and recorded 
in the log — and that in each instance, he forgot to enter 
either the withdrawal or the expenditure in the log. 

Despite the weaker direct evidence, we believe that charging 
Dale with the petty cash thefts in addition to the stolen checks 
will assist us in responding to Dale's defenses. First, in 
response to the stolen checks, Dale's counsel has argued that he 
would not have been so foolish as to deposit checks into his 
personal account, leaving a clear paper trail, when he could 
simply have stolen the relatively untraceable petty cash. We can 
undercut that argument considerably by charging that Dale did 
steal petty cash. 

At least with respect to the $5,000 check that was entered 
as $2,000 in the log. Dale is stuck with the grease payment 
defense because that is what he told the Peat Marwick auditor. 
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That line of defense is far weaker for the petty cash thefts, 
because Dale took the $14,000 in cash during a lengthy period in 
which he made no international trips. To the extent Dale offers 
the grease payment defense to explain the missing petty cash, we 
believe that his overall defense is weakened. 

OTHER POTENTIAL WEAKNESSES 

A. Missing Documents . 

As mentioned above, the petty cash logs for the periods 
prior to February 1992 cannot be located. Hor can we find checks 
received logs and other relevant materials from earlier years. 

Dale will certainly argue that these documents would exonerate 
him and that their disappearance is due to actions by persons 
with a motive to make him look bad or due to White House 
negligence . 

On a number of occasions. Dale's attorneys have asked us 
whether petty cash logs exist for earlier periods. They are well 
aware that the Peat Marwick reviewers found that such logs were 
missing. We have declined to tell them what does and does not 
exist, for fear that Dale will shape his story accordingly. 

We believe from informal discussions with them that they will 
argue that the petty cash logs would establish Dale's innocence 
in the following way. 

Dale will claim that he incurred certain expenses, such as a 
payment for unused hotel rooms. A receipt in the trip file will 
show that such an expense was incurred. Dale will claim that he 
paid this out of his "separate fund", not petty cash, and that 
the petty cash logs would prove this because they would show that 
no petty cash had been used for this purpose. 

It is likely that Dale will blame the logs' disappearance on 
Catherine Cornelius and others in the White House who had an 
interest in raising questions concerning his management of the 
Travel Office. We will have to concede that Cornelius secretly 
went through the Travel Office's old files and removed several 
files from the office and took them home. Dale will probably 
also suggest that after the Travel Office employees were 
dismissed on May 19, the office was unsecured and open. 

Moreover, he may suggest that the files have been lost as a 
result of the sheer number of persons and entities that reviewed 
them: the FBI, GAO, IRS and White House Management Review team. 

By charging Dale with the petty cash thefts, however, we can 
use the available petty cash logs affirmatively, and take some of 
the punch out of that argument. We can respond that the logs 
actually show Dale's guilt, and that the missing logs would not 
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exonerate him at all if we had them. 3 - Indeed, if Dale suggests 
that others destroyed the petty cash records, we can argue that 
Dale knew exactly where the records were kept, that he had access 
to those records during the time that Cornelius was working in 
the Travel Office, that he knew Cornelius was reviewing Travel 
Office records hoping to find questionable items, and that he was 
the person most likely to destroy them given what they reveal 
about his thefts. 

B. Political Prosecution 

In addition to arguing that Cornelius and her colleagues 
destroyed documents. Dale will probably make the big picture 
argument that this prosecution is simply an effort by the Clinton 
Administration to avoid further embarrassment. As set forth 
above, prior to May 19, many individuals wanted the Travel Office 
employees replaced. Cornelius wanted Dale's job; Martens and 
other campaign air charter firms wanted the UltrAir business; and 
Mrs. Clinton and other White House staff wanted the slots for 
Clinton loyalists. Many allegations were made against Dale and 
his colleagues, from charges they sought kickbacks to claims that 
they selected Republican airlines. There was a firestorm of 
criticism when all seven were summarily dismissed, without notice 
or opportunity to be heard, and a public announcement was made 
that they were under criminal investigation by the FBI. In an 
acknowledgement that it had acted precipitously, the Clinton 
Administration rehired all the former employees, except Wright 
and Dale, for government positions. Moreover, Congress passed 
legislation providing that the employees' legal expenses be 
reimbursed with federal funds. Citing this backdrop, Dale will 
almost certainly argue that in order to justify in some way their 
actions, the Government brought an indictment against Dale. 

The short answer to this is that Catherine Cornelius didn't 
put 55 Travel Office checks into Dale's personal bank account and 
didn't conceal the deposits from Dale’s colleagues in the Travel 
Office. All the conduct charged occurred before the Clinton 
staff arrived. Moreover, we will need no testimony from any 
Clinton loyalist and will be in a position to successfully 
distance ourselves from them. 

C. Absence of Government Witnesses 

One additional obstacle we will have to overcome is that all 
the witnesses that we will call at trial, except for a financial 
expert from the FBI and a Peat Marwick accountant, will be 


r: To follow up on the example described above, we will argue 
that the petty cash logs in fact would show categorically that 
the unused hotel rooms were paid for with Travel Office petty 
cash, not out of some private Dale slush fund. 
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hostile. The only persons who are able to describe the way the 
Travel Office operated and how it paid its expenses are the 
former employees of that office. Each of them, to different 
degrees, is hostile to the Government and friendly towards Dale 
We can expect that they will bend over backwards to try to help 
him out. 


They will have to admit that they had 
no knowledge of Dale taking checks or. cash, or of a secret slush 
fund. ■ While several of them may try to shape their testimony in 
order to help Dale, we believe that the jury will see those 
efforts for what they are. In addition, it is not clear how 
Dale's former colleagues will react when they learn that he was 
depositing Travel Office checks in his account and hear his 
claims that he maintained a secret fund. 


D. Proving the Negative 

We are in the somewhat difficult position of trying to prove 
a negative, namely, that a separate fund did not exist, and that 
Dale had no extra income available to finance such a fund. 
Although it is impossible to be certain, we have very closely 
examined Dale's finances and that of his family and believe it is 
unlikely that Dale will be able to present credible evidence that 
he had such a fund. 35 Indeed, to do so probably would require 
him to open himself up to tax charges. 

E. Potential Suppression Issue 

At trial, we plan to present testimony from Dan Russell, one 
of the Peat Marwick accountants, concerning Dale's inability to 
explain to him the discrepancies in the petty cash log. Dale may 
seek to suppress these statements by taking either of two tacks. 
First, he may try to make an argument under Garritv v. New 
Jersey , 385 U.S. 493 (1967), that he only answered the 
accountants' questions because he felt compelled to do so, or be 
fired. That is not enough. Dale must show he had an_ objectively 


33 The only evidence we have found that Dale might have had a 
large amount of cash at home is a theft he reported to the Prince 
George's County police department. Dale told the police that on 
May 20, 1992, someone entered his house in the early evening and 
stole $1,000 from his wallet. From a review of Dale's bank 
records and the Travel Office's records, it is not clear where 
this money came from or for what purpose Dale was carrying it. 
This was, however, during the period when we believe Dale was 
stealing cash from the Travel Office — the evidence indicates he 
made one such theft of $2,500 on April 10 — and the money may 
simply have been part of his cache of illegal proceeds. 


28 


922 


reasonable belief that he would be fired for invoking his Fifth 
Amendment rights. United States v.Indronato . 628 F.2d 711, 716 
(1st Cir. 1980); Minnesota v. Murphy . 465 U.S. 420 (1984); see 
also. United States v. Friedrick . 842 F.2d 382, 395 (D.C. cir. 
1988) (FBI employee ordered to appear and answer investigators 
questions) . Dale was simply asked by the auditors to answer 
questions about the operation of the office and its records. 
Unlike Garritv and its progeny, there was no statute, regulation 
or procedure expressly stating that a White House employee must 
waive his Fifth Amendment privilege and there were no informal 
policies requiring Dale to do so, or be terminated. Absent 
special circumstances, the Fifth Amendment privilege is not self- 
executing and must be invoked by the person seeking to enjoy its 
protection. See Minnesota v. Murphy , supra . If Dale wanted to 
refuse to discuss the Travel Office operations, he was free to do 
so. 


The second line of attack would be to argue that Dale was 
improperly tricked and deceived into consenting to discuss the 
Travel Office because he was falsely given the impression that 
the Peat Marwick inspection was merely a part of the ongoing 
National Performance Review and not part of a criminal 
investigation. Courts have held that "-[tjrickery and deception 
rise to the level of impermissibility if there is clear and 
convincing evidence that government officials performed one or 
more affirmative acts that materially mislead the defendant." 
United States v.Mitchell . 763 F. Supp. 1262, 1268-69 (D. Vt. 

1991) (EPA agents improperly delude subjects about the criminal 
nature of investigation) . It also has been held that silence is 
impermissible, if it is part of an effort to mislead the 
individual being interviewed as to the criminal character of the 
investigation. United States v.Tweel . 550 F.2d 297 (5th Cir. 
1977) . 

Dale, however, will be unable to show that the accountants 
were really stalking horses for the FBI. Nor can he show that 
the review was in fact a subterfuge for a criminal investigation. 
The White House, and not the FBI, hired- the accountants and 
instructed them on what to examine. Moreover, the White .House 
insisted that the FBI not participate in the review arid in fact, 
the agents were only passive recipients of the information 
collected. Indeed, many of the matters looked at by Peat Marwick 
related to whether mismanagement of the office had occurred, and 
not whether a criminal offense had been committed. While Dale 
can point to the fact that he was falsely told by the White House 
that the accountants were examining the Travel Office records as 
part of the National Performance Review, he cannot show that this 
statement was for the purpose of tricking him into thinking this 
was an administrative, rather than criminal, review. In fact, it 
was an administrative review. 
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SENTENCING GUIDELINES 

Under the sentencing guidelines, Dale would have a base 
offense level of 4. U.S.S.G. §2B1.1. He faces an increase of 7 
levels because he converted roughly $69,000. There should be a 
two level adjustment for more than minimal planning, as that is 
"deemed present in any case involving repeated acts over a period 
of time, unless it is clear that each instance was purely 
opportune." U.S.S.G. §1B1-1, Comment (f); see also U.S.S.G. 
S2B1.1, Background. Moreover, we should be able to successfully 
argue that there should be a two level increase for abuse of 
position of trust, pursuant to §3B1.3. As a result. Dale would 
have a total offense level of 15 and face 18 to 24 months in 
prison. 

CONCLUSION 

We recommend that Dale be indicted. 



924 


DRAFT 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

HOLDING A CRIMINAL TERM 
GRAND JURY SWORN IN ON JUNE 23, 1992 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) Criminal No 

..) 

v - ) CtS. 1-2: 18 U.S.C. § 654 

i 

BILLY R. DALE ) 

) 

INDICTMENT 

THE GRAND JURY CHARGES: 

INTRODUCTION 

At all times relevant to this indictment: 

1. The White House Telegraph and Travel Office (Travel office) 
was a department and agency of the United States Government that 
arranged for members of the press to accompany the President of the 
United States when he traveled outside of Washington, D.C. 

2- Defendant BILLY R. DALE was the Director of the Travel 
Office, an officer and employee of the United States. 

3. The Travel Office was responsible for collecting and 
maintaining on behalf of the press the funds used to pay the expenses 
associated with press travel. Those funds were maintained by the 
Travel Office on behalf of the press in a checking account at the 
Riggs Bank in Washington, D.C. (Riggs Account) , which was sometimes 
referred to as the Press Travel Fund. Defendant BILLY R. DALE was a 
signatory on the Riggs Account. Those funds were also maintained in 
the form of cash that was obtained from the Riggs Account, and which 
was kept in a petty cash drawer near defendant BILLY R. DALE'S desk 


in the Travel office. 
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4. Defendant BILLY R. DALE and other employees of the Travel 
Office accompanied members of the press on travel and used checks 
from the Riggs Account and cash from the petty cash fund to pay the 
expenses associated with press travel, including the costs of air and 
ground transportation, hotels, telephone services, and other 
expenses. At the end of a trip, the Travel Office billed members of 
the press for their share of the expenses associated with the trip, 
and members of the press sent checks to the Travel Office as payment 
those expenses. These checks were to be deposited in the Riggs 
Account and the funds used to pay for expenses associated with press 
travel; they were not the property of defendant BILLY R. DALE. 

5. Telephone companies and other businesses that provided 
services to members of the press on travel, and who were paid for 
those services with funds from the Riggs Account, sent refund checks 
to the Travel Office. These checks were to be deposited in the Riggs 
Account and the funds were to be used to pay for expenses associated 
with press travel; they were not the property of defendant BILLY R. 
DALE. 

COUNT ONE 

(Conversion of Travel Office Checks)_ 

6. The Grand Jury realleges paragraphs 1 through 5 of this 
Indictment. 

7. While Director of the Travel Office, defendant BILLY R. DALE 
took and deposited in his personal bank account at Maryland National 
Bank, formerly Equitable Bank, 55 checks, totaling approximately 
$54,208.61, which checks were payments sent to the Travel Office by 


2 
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members of the press and refund checks sent to the Travel Office by 
telephone companies and other businesses. Among the 55 checks taken 
by defendant BILLY R. DALE and deposited in his personal bank 
account, during the period from in or about February, 1988, through 
in or about April, 1991, were the following: 


DATE * 

AMOUNT OF CHECK 

PAID BY 


3/23/89 

$3,159.38 

CENTEL 


6/10/89 

$1,396.72 

South Central Bell 

5/4/90 

$2,376.00 

U.S. West 

Communications 

9/7/90 

$4,173.43 

Die Welt, 

through 
Deutsche Bank 

1/18/91 

$1,215.04 

Ohio Bell 


4/2/91 

$6,997.38 

Die Welt, 

through 


Deutsche Bank 


8. From in or about March 9, 1989 and continuing to in or about 
April, 1991, in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, defendant 
BILLY R. DALE did knowingly and willfully embezzle and wrongfully 
convert to his own use money and property of another valued at $100 
or more, that is, checks provided to the Travel Office, which money 
and property belonged to the press and came into defendant BILLY R. 
DALE'S possession and control in the execution of his duties as 
Director of the Travel Office and under color and claim of his 
authority as Director of the Travel Office. 

All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 654. 


3 
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COUNT TWO 

(Conversion of Cash) 

9. The Grand Jury realleges paragraphs 1 through 5 of this 
Indictment . 

10. On or about the dates listed below, in the District of 
Columbia and elsewhere, defendant BILLY R. DALE did knowingly and 
willfully embezzle and wrongfully convert to his own use money of 
another valued at $100 or more,, that is, cash from the Riggs Account 
that was the property of the press, which money came into defendant 
BILLY R. DALE'S possession and control in the execution of his duties 
as Director of the Travel Office and under color and claim of his 
authority as Director of the Travel Office: 

Date Amount of Cash 

February 18, 1992 $3,000 

April 10, 1992 $2,500 

June 17, 1992 $3,000 

October 9, 1992 $3,000 

January 11, 1993 $2,500 


4 
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All in violation of Title 18, United states code, Section 654 

A TRUE BILL 


FOREPERSON 


STUART M. GOLDBERG 
Senior Litigation Counsel 
RAYMOND N. HULSER 
Trial Attorney 
Public Integrity Section 
Criminal Division 
U.S. Department of Justice 
P.O. Box 27518 , Central Station 
Washington, D.c. 20003 
(202) 514-1412 
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U. S. Department of Justice 


Washington, D.C. 20530 


January 11, 1996 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


Lee J . Radek 
Chief 

Public Integrity Section 
Criminal Division 




Stuart m. Goldber 
Senior Litigation Counsel 
Raymond N. Hulser^M - 
Trial Attorney 
Public Integrity Section 
Criminal Division 




SUBJECT: Recommendation to Decline: Harry Thomason and Darnell 

Martens 


As part of the White House Travel Office investigation, the 
Public Integrity Section and the FBI looked into allegations that 
Harry Thomason, a personal friend of the President, and Darnell 
Martens, a Thomason business associate, violated the federal 
conflict of interest statutes. Our investigation indicates that, 
although Thomason had ready access to the White House due to his 
close relationship with the President, neither Thomason nor Martens 
held a position as a government employee or special, government 
employee; nor is there evidence that they believed that they held 
such a position. Accordingly, neither Thomason nor Martens are 
subject to the provisions of 18 U.S.C. § 208 or § 205, and we 
cannot establish a criminal violation. We recommend that the 
Section decline prosecution of Thomason and Martens. 

The FBI concurs with this recommendation. 

THE SUBJECTS 

Harry Thomason is a Hollywood television producer and personal 
friend of the President and First Lady. Thomason is also a pilot, 
and has an interest in aviation. Thomason met Martens in 1989, 
when Thomason was purchasing an aircraft from Executive Jet, a 
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corporate charter company where Martens was employed. In 
approximately November 1991, Thomason, Martens and another friend 
of Thomason's, Daniel Richland, formed a consulting company called 
Thomason, Richland, and Martens, Inc. (TRM) . Each of the three was 
to provide $1,000 of initial capital, but only Martens and Thomason 
did so. Additionally, Thomason loaned the company $24,000. 
According to Martens, the three considered themselves equal 
partners in the company, although Thomason and Richland were not 
active in the company's operations. Martens is the President of 
TRM. 


FACTS 


The investigation of this matter has included extensive 
interviews by the FBI, testimony befo re the grand jury, and revie w 
of thous ands of pages of docu ments, VHjHHHHVHUHHHHlBIfe 

The oocuments include ^notes^5x 
^^^v^w^conducted by the White House during the White House 
Management Review, including interviews of Thomason and Martens. 
In addition, Martens was interviewee! during the criminal 
investigation. There are a substantial number of sources of 
information, and there have been numerous efforts to reconstruct 
the chronology of events leading up to the termination of the 
Travel Office employees. 

A. Thomason's Initial Activity at the White House 


Thomason was involved in a variety of aspects of the 
Clinton/Gore campaign, and produced the campaign film called "A 
Place Called Hope." Following the election, Thomason was Co- 
Chairman of the Presidential Inaugural Committee. Thomason was 
also an overnight guest at the White House on several occasions 
during the first part of 1993 , including his stay in the residence 
on the night of the inauguration. A variety of documents reflect 
the President's close personal relationship with Thomason. 

In March 1993, Rahra Emanuel, then an Assistant to the 
President for Political Affairs, asked Thomason to 'come to the 
White House and provide guidance on ways to better use the White 
House for public relations events and improve the President's 
image. 1 Emanuel asked Reta Lewis, Special Assistant to the 
President for Political Affairs, to coordinate with Thomason on the 
presidential image project. Lewis prepared an itinerary for a 
series of meetings at the White House on April 30, 1993 and 
May 1, 1993, for Thomason and actress Markie Post, wh ■ was to 
accompany him. 


‘Emanuel's request to Thomason is reflected in an April 1/ 1993 
memo from Emanuel to Mark Gearan. 
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An application for a White House temporary hard pass for 
Thomason was prepared on March 10, 1993, signed by Thomason on 
March 22, 1993, and submitted to the office of Personnel Security 
(OPS) on the following day by the Office of Management and 
Administration (OMA) . The words "RUSH-ASAP" were handwritten at 
the bottom of the form. 

On the application, in the block labelled "Assignment," there 
was a line to be filled in to reflect to whom Thomason would be 
reporting. Handwritten on this line was the word "President." 
This appears to be in the handwriting of Clarissa Cerda, the OMA 
employee who prepared the application. The form also indicated 
that Thomason's status was that of a "volunteer." In the section 
captioned "To be completed by Volunteer," Thomason signed beneath 
a statement reading "I acknowledge that the personnel data above is 
correct and that I am volunteering my services without compensation 
or promise of such." 2 

According to D. Craig Livingstone, Director of OPS, the 
temporary hard pass is available to White House staff and long-term 
volunteers, while an "access" pass is available for volunteers and 
others who will not need long-term access. In order to receive a 
hard pass, an individual is required to complete the paperwork to 
initiate an FBI background check, and the pass is issued when the 
background check is completed. Individuals with a hard pass can 
make appointments to have others visit them at the White House, 
while those with an access pass cannot. Livingstone did not 
believe that Thomason should receive a hard pass, and called Cerda. 
Cerda told Livingstone that Thomason was dispersing Inaugural 
Committee funds and should be given a pass. Livingstone then 
checked with W. David Watkins, 3 the head of OMA, who confirmed that 


2 In addition, on March 23, 1993 , OPS Director D. Craig 
Livingstone sent to the Secret Service a "Request for Pass" 
formally^ requesting a 90-day Temporary Pass for Thomason. This 
form, which was not reviewed by Thomason, listed President Clinton 
on the line asking for Thomason's "Immediate Supervisor's Title and 
Name." On the line for Thomason's "Title and Office" was typed 
"Office of the President." A memorandum was issued the same day to 
the FBI from Bernard Nussbaum requesting a name check in connection 
with the issuance of the White House pass. This memo reflects that 
Thomason was being considered for "Access," rather than for a 
"White House Staff Position" or a "Presidential Appointment." 

3 Watkins later resigned after the news media publicized a 
helicopter trip he took to a Frederick, Maryland golf course. When 
the media discovered Watkins had taken this trip, he issued a 
statement claiming that among other things, it was necessary for 
him to scope out the course for the President and determine the 
actual time of play. 
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Thomason should receive a temporary hard pass. In addition to 
Thomason, hard passes were provided to eight other persons who were 
not government employees, who also were not required to complete an 
FBI background security form. 5 

-When Thomason arrived on April 30, Lewis escorted him to the 
security office where he had.. his picture taken and signed for his 
temporary hard pass. Markie Post arrived a short time later, and 
was not issued a hard pass. Lewis escorted Thomason to the 
meetings on April 30 and May 1. These meetings included sessions 
with media consultant Mandy Grundwald, the Health Care Group, the 
Scheduling and Advance Staff for the President and the First Lady, 
the White House Communications, Correspondence, Social Events and 
Political Affairs staff as well as other senior White House 
advisers such as Bruce Lindsey and George Stephanopoulos . The 
talking points the White House prepared for Thomason and Post 
reflect that the White House was looking for advice on how best to 
convey political messages, such as the President's position on 
health care, and how to otherwise polish the President's image. 
The Administration also wanted input from Thomason and Post on how 
events should best be staged for television and to tap their 
expertise concerning the use of up-to-the date, technologies. 
Thomason presented his ideas concerning the project at the end of 
the two days of meetings. 

According to the entry records supplied by the White House, it 
does not appear that Thomason returned to the White House until 
May 10. From that date on, according to records produced by the 
Secret Service, Thomason used his pass to enter the White House 
regularly through the end of May. 

At the White House, Thomason was provided with access to a 
telephone and computer, along with office space in the East Wing. 
It is not clear whether Thomason had exclusive use of that office. 
At times, Thomason's personal assistant from California, Roberta 
Ferguson, worked with him in the White House. 6 


'Livingstone believed that Thomason should be put on an access 
list or should be given a "residence pass," which he thought 
carried the most clout. 

5 These consisted of political consultants and a pollster (Skip 
Rutherford, Paul Begala, Mandy Grundwald, James Carville an 
Stanley Greenberg), a confidant of Mrs. Clinton {Susan Thomases) 
a prospective staff member (Harold Ickes) , and David Watkins 
wife, Eileen- 

- ‘During the period from May 10 through June 6, Thomason stayed 
at the Jefferson Hotel, where he had stayed during his inaugura 
work . 
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In connection with his project, Thomason met with a variety of 
White House staff. It appears, however, that no one was 
responsible for supervising his work. 7 A number of White House 
officials who were interviewed indicated that they saw Thomason in 
the White House complex, but none said they were aware of any work 
he was doing beyond the imaging project and tying up loose ends 
connected with the Presidential Inaugural Committee. 

Thomason presented an unsigned, undated report on his imaging 
project. The report discussed possible sources for funding the 
implementation of Thomason's suggestions. Rather than federal 
government funds, the report suggests using surplus funds from the 
inauguration . 

Thomason received no compensation from the government for his 
work at the White House.* He was appointed to no government 
position, had no title and took no oath of office. No 
applications, resumes or other employment-related information was 
maintained on Thomason or Martens by the White House Personnel 
Management Division. 

B. The Travel Office 


During the Clinton campaign, TRM worked with the campaign's 
air charter broker, Air Advantage, and Martens had regular dealings 
with the head of Air Advantage, Penny Sample. Shortly after the 
inauguration, Martens asked Thomason for a point of contact 
regarding bidding on White House press corps charter business. 
After Thomason checked with Dee Dee Myers, Martens called her 
directly. According to Martens, Myers told him that the White 
House was not tied to any particular charter operator, and that 
Martens should contact Billy Dale, who was at that time the 
Director of the Travel Office. 


7 The application for Thomason's temporary hard pass indicated 
that he would be reporting to the President. Only a . small number 
of high-level officials are actually supervised by the President. 
A document produced by the Presidential" Diarist, Ellen* McCathran, 
reflects only the following meetings between the President and 
Harry Thomason: February 16, 1993, meeting and bowling; 
February 17, 1993, speech preparation sessions with senior staff 
and advisers; February 18, 1993, meeting; April 30, 1994, private 
dinner with the Clintons and Markie Post; May 28, 1993, meeting 
with Thomason and his wife; and June 4, 1993, dinner with the 
Clintons and Thomason's wife. 

^Thomason ’ s attorney, Robert Bennett, has indicated that. 
Thomason's income is quite substantial, and has argued that it is 
incomprehensible that Thomason would have been motivated in his 
efforts by the prospect of obtaining government funds either for 
his work at the White House or through government contracts. 
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The Travel Office is located in the Old Executive Office 
Building. It provides travel arrangements, including charters, for 
members of the press when they accompany the President on his trips 
around the country and abroad. Travel Office staff arrange 
services for the White House press corps such as chartered 
aircraft, ground transportation for the correspondents and their 
equipment and baggage, working space, and communications 
facilities. The Travel Office also provides airline ticketing 
services for White House employees. 

Martens contacted Dale on the telephone in late January or 
early February, 1993 . According to Martens, Dale .informed him that 
there was no combination of price and service under which he could 
obtain the press charter business. Dale told Martens that no one 
could do better than the present charter arrangement, and because 
press funds were involved rather than government funds, service 
rather than cost was the primary goal. Martens found Dale's flatly 
negative response suspicious, and he wrote a memorandum of his 
conversation with Dale. 

Martens is adamant that he was not seeking business for TRM in 
this conversation, but for Air Advantage, the charter broker with 
whom he had worked during the campaign.'' However, the 
contemporaneous memo written by Martens strongly suggests on its 
face that he was interested in obtaining business for TRM. 1 ' There 
is no mention of Air Advantage anywhere in the memo, and Penny 
Sample says that she had not spoken with Martens about Air 
Advantage obtaining Travel Office charters at that time. Moreover, 
an earlier version of the memo that Martens sent to Thomason in 
March, 1993, explicitly proposes that the Travel Office functions 
should be "outsourced to TRM/Air Advantage." 11 In fact, there is 
evidence of Martens 1 s interest in obtaining business for TRM as 
early as January 1993. Martens wrote Thomason a memo on 
January 29, 1993, proposing ways to "pursue Washington 
opportunities," one of which was for TRM to handle press corps 
travel. 


^Martens maintained this position during his interviews in the 
white House Management Review r and during his proffer with the 
Department of Justice. 


10 TRM certainly benefited from Air Advantage's 
campaign. According to Air Advantage, they paid TRM 
$ 277,000 for its campaign charter work. 


work for the 
approx unite ly 


"Martens 's cover memo to Thomason dated March 3, 1999 ' 
cautions Thomason: "(t)he attached summary is for YOUR EYES ON 

at this time since I cannot yet prove everything contained in tn 
report. I do believe it to all be true but proof is always 
something else again." 
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Dale's response, which Martens found suspicious, may have been 
the result of poor timing. For several years, Pan Am had been the 
exclusive provider of the White House press charters. Pan Am 
provided red carpet treatment for the press on these charters, 
including spacious seating, hot meals, extra flight attendants, and 
liquor. The Pan Am crews also became experienced in handling the 
difficulties of accompanying Air Force One on travel. When Pan Am 
went out of business in' December 1991, Dale bid out the press 
charter business to a variety of companies for approximately 6 
months. During that period, the Travel Office had difficulty 
because the new charters were unable to provide the same first- 
class service that the members of the press demanded on these 
trips. In June 1992, a new company, Airline of the Americas (AOA) , 
which was formed and staffed largely by former Pan Am employees, 
began handling White House press charters. Because of its close 
ties to the former Pan Am, AOA once again provided the kind of 
service that the press demanded, and quickly became the exclusive 
press charter operator.' 2 At the time that Martens called the 
Travel Office, it appears that Dale was once again comfortable with 
his charter operator, and was unreceptive to the suggestion of 
opening up the process again. Moreover,- from the earliest days of 
the new administration, Dale and the other Travel Office employees 
were well aware of the possibility of losing their jobs, and this 
may have made Dale particularly defensive of their operations. 
There is no evidence that Martens was aware of these possible 
explanations for Dale's flat refusal. 

The day of Martens's call to Dale, Martens spoke to Thomason 
about it on the set of one of Thomason's television shows. He told 
Thomason that, there was no bidding process at the Travel Office and 
that there was no way to obtain Travel Office charter business. 
Martens says that he spoke to Thomason about the Travel office 
again in late February or early March, 1993, and that he related 
information that he had obtained from Air Advantage's Penny Sample. 
According to Martens, Sample told him about information that she 
had obtained from Ross Fischer, Vice President of Miami Air, which 
had provided charter service to the Travel Office in 1992. The 
information that Martens says he received included the following: 
that Dale told Fischer that he would have to reach some arrangement 
with Dale in order to obtain Travel Office business; that Miami Air 
was not interested in reaching any arrangement with Dale; that 
Miami Air officials were not surprised by Dale's response to 
Martens; and that Dale had a reputation as a tough businessman. 
This furthered Martens' suspicions regarding his conversation with 
Dale. 


Sample, who was also interviewed in our investigation, has a 
different recollection of her conversation with Martens. According 
to Sample, Fischer had told her that Miami Air was pleased to have 


'AOA subsequently changed its name to Ultrair. 



937 


8 

provided charter service to the Travel office, but could not 
provide satisfactory arrangements, and that Dale was difficult to 
please. Sample says that Fischer also told her that "one would 
like to take a shower" after speaking to Dale. Although Sample did 
not elaborate on what that statement meant, she did not interpret 
it to refer to any impropriety, and did not find the statement 
unusual when speaking about people in the travel business. 1 
Sample does not recall, exactly what she related to Martens, other 
than that the Travel Office was not open to competitive bidding. 
She does not recall whether she related to Martens her conversation 
with Fischer, but, if she did so, she says that she did not convey 
to Martens that Dale demanded or accepted any kind of gratuity er 
kickback . H 

According to the notes from Thomason's interview during the 
White House Management Review, Thomason indicated that he was 
angered by the information Martens had provided about the Travel 
Office, lie said he informed the President that there was something 
wrong with the travel department, but did not provide him with any 
specifics. Instead, Thomason simply told the President that he 
would contact the appropriate people. 

In early April 1993, Thomason telephoned Watkins in OKA, and 
related what he had heard about the Travel Office. According to 
Watkins, Thomason told him that Martens, his partner in TRM, had 
attempted unsuccessfully to solicit business from Dale, and that 
Thomason had heard that Dale was not interested in accepting any 
new business. Thomason also told him that many people in the 
industry knew that individuals in the Travel Office had been "on 
the take" for years. Thomason suggested to Watkins that the Travel 
Office staff should be fired, and that this would result in 
favorable press showing that wrongdoing had been discovered and 
handled. 

Shortly before this time,' Watkins had assigned Catherine 
Cornelius, a Special Assistant in OMA, to the Travel Office. 
Cornelius, the President's third cousin, had handled travel 
arrangements on the Clinton-Gore campaign, and she had expressed an 


'’Whatever explanation Sample herself offers for this statement 
regarding Dale, if she passed this information on to Martens, it 
obviously would have furthered his suspicions. 

t4 In the course of our investigation, the FBI interviewed 
Fischer and numerous other employees and officers of the charter 
companies who did business with the Travel Office. None was aware 
of any impropriety, such as gratuities or kickbacks, in the proces^ 
of bidding for or obtaining Travel office business. However, 
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interest in performing the same role in the Clinton White House. 
During the presidential transition and early days of the 
administration, Cornelius had sent three memos to Watkins 
criticizing the operations of the Travel Office. She suggested 
that it be reorganized, the personnel replaced, and that she be 
named one of the new directors. Watkins claims that he did not pay 
much attention to these memos or the Travel Office during the early 
days of the administration. 15 

According to Watkins and Cornelius, her initial assignment in 
the Travel Office was to assist with staff travel arrangements and 
to prepare a report by May 15 concerning the operations of the 
Office that could form a basis for considering how to reorganize 
the Travel Office to help achieve the announced 25% staff reduction 
in the White House. 

In response to the allegations made by Thomason, however, 
Watkins told Cornelius to "keep her eyes and ears open." 16 
Cornelius claims that based on this instruction, during the next 
few weeks she looked around. She surreptitiously reviewed various 
trip files in the Travel Office and reported back to Watkins that 
there were numerous checks to cash, unreconciled estimated bills, 
and large fluctuations in the bank balances. She also told Watkins 
that two employees talked of their lakefront homes, another 
employee was planning a trip to Europe and talked about his race 
horse, and another spoke about a ski boat. Cornelius believed 
these comments reflected suspiciously high lifestyles for career 
government employees. 

One evening while Cornelius was photocopying various Travel 
Office checks payable to charter companies and to cash, the copy 
machine jammed. As a result, Cornelius took some original files 
and bank statements home with her. The following morning, a 
photocopy of a check was discovered jammed in the machine, and 
everyone in the Travel Office correctly suspected that the check 
was evidence that Cornelius was going through the files, although 
Cornelius denied it to the other employees. After this . incident , 
many of the files and bank statements in the Travel- Off. ice were 
locked up, and Cornelius was unable to return the documents that 
she had brought home. Subsequently, she brought these documents to 
the White House Counsel’s Office and they were supplied to the FBI. 


15 Catherine Cornelius has indicated that, during the course of 
the subsequent Management Review, Patsy Thomasson instructed her 
that, if she were asked, she should say that Watkins did not review 
her memos. 

l6 Cornelius says that Watkins consulted a leather bound 
notebook from which he appeared to read a quote: "those guys are 
a bunch of crooks. They have been on the take for years." Wo such 
notes were produced or found during our investigation. 
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We have found no evidence that Cornelius destroyed Travel Office 
records. Although Dale's counsel and others have suggested that 
she removed years of petty cash logs from the Travel Office, the 
evidence indicates that Cornelius was not even aware of the 
existence of a petty cash log at the pertinent time. Indeed, her 
lack of awareness of the office's regular petty cash system is 
evidenced by the fact that she . found the mere existence of checks 
to cash suspicious. 11 

On approximately May 10, 1993, Thomason asked Watkins what he 
had learned about the Travel Office, and Watkins told him that 
Cornelius was due to make a report on May 15 and that Thomason 
should speak with her. Thomason contacted Martens in Cincinnati 
and asked him for any documents he had reflecting his contact with 
Dale, and Martens faxed him the memorandum he had written. 
Cornelius was out of town on May 11, and when she returned on 
May 12 she met with Thomason to discuss the Travel Office. Watkins 
then met with Thomason and Cornelius, along with Martens, who had 


’’Cornelius was interviewed several times,! 

concerning her activities . ner ' 
factuaTaccouni^Jer^^rge^^onsistent each time, and her story 
is supported by other evidence. In sum, Cornelius, who was 24 
years old at the time, was asked by her supervisor, David Watkins, 
to gather information about the operation of the Travel Office, and 
she did so. Her awkward attempt to review the Travel Office files, 
and the suspicions that she developed regarding the Travel Office 
employees based on their offhand comments about their vacations and 
hobbies appear simply to reflect Cornelius's lack of sophistication 
and experience. We uncovered no plan to trump up charges against 
the Travel Office employees. 
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just arrived in Washington. 1 * In these meetings, they shared their 
information concerning the Travel Office. 

Following this, they brought the issue to the attention of 
Deputy White House Counsel Vincent Foster. Before his death, 
Foster made extensive notes in which he attempted to recreate the 
events that took place after _ he. became involved. Foster was also 
interviewed in the management review, and we have notes of that 
interview. Foster initially met with Watkins, Thomason and 
Cornelius, and then brought in Associate White House Counsel 
William Kennedy, III to take responsibility for the matter. The 
evidence indicates that Martens left before any meetings with 
Foster. 

Foster recognized the need to take allegations of wrongdoing 
seriously, but indicated that there could be innocent explanations 
for a variety of things, such as checks to cash. Foster and 
Kennedy brought some caution and deliberation to the process, and 
resisted the suggestion that action should be taken against the 
Travel Office employees immediately. 19 


“Martens was in town for meetings concerning an aviation 
consulting proposal, which is discussed below. When Martens 
arrived at the White House, he was given a temporary volunteer pass 
as opposed to the hard pass provided to Thomason. The paperwork 
relating to the pass reflected that Martens was a volunteer 
reporting to "Harry Thomason/David Watkins" and the Office of 
Administration. The Request for Pass submitted to the Secret 
Service from Livingstone's office stated that Martens ' s Immediate 
Supervisor was "David Watkins." A request also was sent from 
Bernard Nussbaum to the FBI asking for a name check on Martens in 
connection with issuance of the pass. A box on the form was 
checked indicating that Martens was being "considered for. - .White 
House staff position." Another box could have been checked 
indicating he was being "considered for. . -(a] -Presidential 
Appointment," or a blank line could have been filled in-. There is 
no evidence that Martens completed, signed or reviewed any of this 
pass paperwork. It appears that after receiving the pass on 
May 12, 1993, Martens never used it. 

19 Jeff Eller, Director of Media Affairs in the Communications 
office, was a strong proponent of quickly terminating the Travel 
Office employees. The evidence indicates that he repeatedly argued 
that they should be terminated promptly so that the White House 
would stay ahead of the story in the press. Eller's motives, 
however, may not have been focused entirely on how the White House 
handled the story in the press. He also had a personal 
relationship with Catherine Cornelius at the time, and knew of her 
interest in the Travel Office. 
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The evidence indicates that Watkins and Patsy Thomasson were 
concerned that the Travel Office operations, which were under their 
responsibility, continue uninterrupted if any changes were to be 
made. 20 On May 12, at the instruction of Watkins, Cornelius 
contacted World Wide Travel, which had provided travel services to 
the Clinton/Gore campaign, to see whether World Wide would be 
available to provide temporary .assistance with the reservations and 
ticketing work that the" Travel Office provided employees in the 
Executive Office of the President. 21 Similarly, Darnell Martens 
contacted Penny Sample at Air Advantage to ask whether she could 
come to Washington for a short period to assist with arranging 
charters for the press. According to Cornelius, Thomason referred 
Martens to her and Martens phoned and said he knew a capable 
volunteer to help with charter arrangements. Sample has indicated 
that Martens contacted her around May 19 , but the evidence 
indicates that Martens spoke to her as early as May 13. 22 

Watkins, Patsy Thomasson and others assert that any long term 
Travel Office business was to be subject to competitive bidding and 
that Sample and World Wide's involvement in the Travel Office was 
an initial stopgap measure. These assertions are supported by 
Watkins's memorandum to Mack McLarty dated May 17, 1993. In that 
memo, Watkins indicated that he was bringing in World Wide Travel 
temporarily while he developed procedures for requesting bids, and 
that Cornelius would run the new "Travel Section" on an interim 
basis. The memorandum also indicated that "outsourcing" some of 
the travel functions would reduce the Travel Office staff from 
seven to three, saving four slots toward the goal of reducing the 
White House staff by 25%. A copy of this memo was also sent to the 
First Lady. 

World Wide Travel and Air Advantage agreed to assist with the 
Travel Office operations, and they stepped in when the Travel 
Office employees were terminated. Foster's notes state that Harry 
Thomason was adamant from the outset that he would have nothing to 
do with any Travel Office business. 


20 Watkins had doubts about Cornelius's ability to run the 
Travel Office without assistance from someone with more experience 
in the field. 

2I Cornelius had worked with World Wide Travel during the 
campaign, and maintained contact with them during late 1992 and 
early 1993. 

n A one-page fax dated Hay 13 from Martens to Thomason states, 
"Penny & I can be at the White House to assist 'C' as needed to 
begin operations." The fax also indicates that Martens was looking 
into the availability of aircraft, and states, "30 day Billing 
Cycle No Problem." 
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Foster asked Kennedy how he would investigate the allegations 
regarding the Travel Office, and Kennedy indicated that the Office 
of Administration did not have the capacity to perform an audit of 
the Travel Office. On May 13, Kennedy contacted the FBI to inquire 
whether they could look into the allegations regarding the Travel 
Office. Two agents from the FBI came to the White House on the 
13 th, and met with Kennedy and Foster. 25 They also spoke to 
Catherine Cornelius, and reviewed the documents that she had 
obtained from the Travel Office and been unable to return. After 
discussing the matter with the FBI, Foster spoke with then Chief of 
Staff Mack McLarty, and they decided to bring in outside auditors 
to review the Travel Office operation, rather than beginning with 
an investigation by the FBI. The White House Counsel's office 
decided to begin the review on May 14 and agreed to keep the FBI 
informed of its results. 

Early on the morning of May 14, numerous White House staffers 
led by Patsy Thomasson, Watkins's deputy, met with the Peat Marwick 
staff to work out a methodology for the review. A decision was 
also made by White House staff to inform the Travel Office 
employees that the examination was being conducted as part of the 
National Performance Review (NPR) , which all offices in the White 
House were scheduled to undergo. This was not accurate. The 
sudden timing of the Travel Office review, the scope of the review 
and the fact that it was prompted by suggestions of wrongdoing 
distinguished the Travel Office review from the normal NPR 
activity. However, there were individuals involved in the Travel 
Office review that were also involved in the NPR. For example, 
Jennifer O'Connor from the White House and Larry Herman from Peat 
Marwick were involved in both. Moreover, David Watkins and Patsy 
Thomasson maintain that the Travel Office was going to be reviewed 
in the normal course, and they simply moved it up in the 
schedule. 24 

The Peat Marwick staff began work that Friday morning. May 14, 
at the Travel Office, and continued through the weekend. 25 The 


^Kennedy met initially with two other agents- from FBI 
Headquarters, who put Kennedy in touch with the FBI personnel who 
might have jurisdiction over the matter. 

24 There is also evidence that the White House staff did not 
treat the Travel Office review as simply routine. For example, the 
night before the Travel Office review began, Jennifer O'Connor 
spent the entire night with Catherine Cornelius and Cornelius' 
roommate, Clarissa Cerda. 

^On the same day, May 14, Mrs. Clinton apparently had a 
telephone conversation with David Watkins regarding the Travel 
Office. According to handwritten notes dated June 2, 1993, 
Mrs. Clinton stated that Harry Thomason advised that his people 
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White House Counsel's Office called the FBI during the initial 
morning of the review to advise of its progress. The White House 
indicated that the records were in a shambles and that due to poor 
bookkeeping procedures and the condition of the records, the 
accountants would not be able to perform a full audit. . That 
afternoon, the White House advised the FBI that Peat Marwick had 
discovered approximately 13 checks made out to cash for which there 
was little or no documentation to establish how the cash was spent. 
There was another questionable transaction involving a $5,000 check 
to cash dated October 9, 1992, which was recorded in the petty cash 
log as only $2,000. Dale was questioned about the cash 
discrepancies during the first day of the review, and he had no 
explanation. He was also asked about missing petty cash logs, and 
he had no explanation. 

At 5:00 p.m. on Saturday, the Peat Marwick reviewers and White 
House staff briefed two agents from the FBI about the review. The 
meeting lasted roughly one hour. The accountants reported that 
when they had first questioned Dale regarding the $5,000 check that 
was recorded as $2,000, he had no explanation for the discrepancy, 
but that he later "found" the money in his desk drawer. The 
reviewers indicated that there was still more work to be dona and 
the White House staff promised to keep the FBI advised of any 
further developments. The auditors agreed to provide a final 
report by Wednesday, May 19. The FBI agents raised the issue of 
the security of the records, and the White House assured them that 
there would be no destruction of evidence.* 6 

The Peat Marwick review found a lack of financial controls and 
accounting systems in the Travel Office, missing or inadequate 
documentation relating to invoices, contracts, bid solicitations 


could run things better in the Travel Office and save money. This 
is not consistent with Foster's notes that indicate that Thomason 
was adamant that he would have nothing to do with any Travel Office 
business. According to the June 2 note, Mrs. Clinton also told 
Watkins that "we need those people out — we need our people in — we 
need the slots." Foster's notes indicate that he also spoke to the 
First Lady on May 14, advising her that william Kennedy was 
handling the Travel Office matter, and that they were bringing in 
outside auditors. In written responses to questions from the GAO , 
Mrs. Clinton recalled having brief contacts with Foster and Watkins 
regarding the Travel Office, but she did not recall her 

conversation with Watkins "with the same level of detail as 
Mr. Watkins." She had no specific recollection of any 

conversations with Harry Thomason regarding the Travel Office. 

“Foster's notes reflect that he was advised Travel Office 
employees might have discovered there would be a review and^mig 
attempt to destroy relevant records. The locks on the irav 
Office were changed after the first day of the review. 
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and disbursements, and problems with the estimated bills sent to 
press organizations. They also found serious discrepancies with 
the petty cash funds involving thousands of dollars in missing cash 
for which the Director of the office, Dale, had no explanation. On 
May 17, Watkins sent a memorandum to Mack McLarty describing how 
the Peat- Marwick review had come about, outlining Peat Marwick's 
findings, indicating that he planned to dismiss the Travel Office 
employees, and setting out his plan for interim operation of the 
Travel Office. On May 19, 1993, all seven of the Travel Office 
employees were terminated, and World Wide Travel and Air Advantage 
were brought in to handle the travel arrangements. The White House 
made no distinction among the. Travel Office employees, although 
Dale and his deputy, Gary Wright, had primary responsibility for 
the financial operations of the Travel Office, and Dale was 
responsible for the missing cash. In announcing the termination of 
the Travel Office employees, the White House also mentioned that 
the FBI was involved.” 

After the termination, the press widely criticized the White 
House's action. The five nonsupervisory employees were each given 
new positions in the Executive Branch, and Dale and Wright remained 
retired. 28 Within a matter of days, World Wide Travel and Air 
Advantage terminated their Travel Office operations.” The General 
Services Administration brought American Express in quickly to 
handle the reservations and ticketing functions. 

C. Federal Aircraft Survey Proposal 

From late January 1993 through May 19 9 3 Darnell Martens also 
contacted the White House, the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) and the General Services Administration (GSA) in an effort to 
line up a consulting contract for TRM to survey the federal 
aircraft fleet. Martens was convinced that the federal government 


^The White House, General Accounting Office, FBI, and DOJ's 
Office of Professional Responsibility have all looked into the 
facts surrounding the contacts between the White House -and the FBI 
in this matter. Each review concluded that nothing illegal had 
occurred in connection with these contacts. 

“During the criminal investigation that followed, we 
discovered that Dale had secretly deposited over $54,000 of Travel 
Office checks into his personal bank account. Dale was indicted on 
two counts of embezzlement, under 18 U.S.C. § 654, and was 
acquitted on November 16, 1995. During the trial, Dale admitted to 
having improperly deposited the checks in his account; however, he 
claimed he spent an equivalent amount of his own money for the 
benefit of the Travel office. 

2, Air Advantage arranged only one press charter, 
Presidential trip to New Hampshire. 


for a 
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had no comprehensive inventory of the aircraft it owned and 
operated, and that TRM could help achieve certain operating 
efficiencies by suggesting changes in the numbers and types of 
aircraft. 

On January 29, 1993, Martens wrote a memo to Thomason and Dee 
Dee Myers recommending that TRM solicit a consulting project from 
the White House to survey the aircraft fleet with an eye toward 
improving operations and reducing the deficit. Martens followed up 
with a memo dated February 11 , 1993, addressed to Thomason as 
Chairman of TRM, in which Martens provided information concerning 
why TRM was "uniquely qualified" to do the survey and explained 
that TRM had demonstrated its capabilities to the President through 
its efforts for the campaign and transition teams. The memo 
described the project as furthering the administration's goal of 
deficit reduction. It did not mention any fees to be paid to TRM 
for the survey. 

White House records and later memos from Martens indicate that 
Thomason discussed the February 11 memo with the President, and 
that the. President referred the memo to Mack McLarty, his Chief of 
Staff, with a notation that "these guys are sharp" and that this 
matter should be discussed with Leon Panetta and Phillip Lader, 
then Director and Deputy Director, respectively, of OME. 

Martens was persistent in his effort to sell his aircraft 
survey. He wrote to Thomason again in March, and then in April he 
wrote several memos to Bruce Lindsey, who was an Assistant to the 
President, Senior Advisor and Director of the Office of 
Presidential Personnel. Martens told Lindsey that Thomason had 
discussed the idea with the President and that the President was 
interested. He also made it clear to Lindsey that the project 
would include a contract for TRM; in his proposed scope of work. 
Martens estimated the TRM fee at $270,500. Lindsey says he met 
with Martens as a courtesy to Thomason, whom Lindsey considered a 
loyal supporter of the administration. Lindsey says that he was 
initially interested in the idea, but that he lost interest when he 
realized that Martens was representing TRM, and that TRM would have 
a major role in the proposed survey. Lindsey says, however, that 
he did not know that Thomason had an interest in TRM, and he never 
discussed the aircraft survey proposal with Thomason. In his 
interview during the Management Review, Thomason indicated that he 
had discussed the aircraft survey idea with Lindsey. 

Apparently as a result of the President's cover note on 
Martens ' s February 11, 1993 memo, the survey proposal was forwarded 
to OMB. In early May 1993, Jack Kelly, a Management Analyst at 
OMB, received a copy of Martens 's February 11 memo. Because it had 
been referred from the White House, Kelly immediately attempted to 
contact Martens, and met with him on May 6. At the meeting, Kelly 
told Martens that OMB was not the right office for the proposal, 
and suggested that Martens contact the Interagency Committee on 



946 


17 

Aircraft Policy (ICAP) at the General Services Administration, as 
well as the various agencies that owned aircraft to see whether 
they were interested in such a survey. 30 Following their meeting 
Kelly wrote a memo to Frank Reeder at OHB, describing Martens ' s 
proposal and making clear that the proposal involved a contract for 
TRM and- that Martens and Thomason had formed TRM. Kelly also 
proposed suggesting to GSA that they contact Martens to invite 
Martens to make a presentation." A notation on the memo indicates 
that Reeder told Kelly to simply send the materials to GSA, and not 
make any suggestions as to how GSA should proceed. Reeder's note 
says, "I would hate to prejudice a future procurement." 

The particular trail of the proposal after these events is 
difficult to establish, but it is clear that no action was taken by 
the White House, OMB, or GSA to conduct the proposed aircraft 
survey or to hire TRM to conduct such a survey. It appears that 
the project died with the blow up of events at the Travel Office in 
May 1993. In fact, in a memo to OMB Director Panetta dated 
August 25, 1993, Roy Heel reiterated that no action had been or 

should be taken on the proposal, and stated that the White House 
had instructed OMB in July that no action should be taken. 

ANALYSIS 


We have considered whether Thomason's or Martens's conduct in 
connection with the Travel Office or the proposed aviation contract 
constituted a violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 205 or 208. We have 
concluded that there is insufficient evidence that Martens or 
Thomason was an employee of the federal government, a necessary 
element under both section 205 and section 208. Moreover, even if 
we could show beyond a reasonable doubt that Martens or Thoraason 
was a government employee for purposes of these statutes, we are 
unabxe to demonstrate that they knew they were such employees. 

Section 208 prohibits executive branch employees from 
participating as Government employees in certain matters in which 
they have a financial interest. The section bars such employees, 
including a special government employee, from: 

participating] personally and substantially as a 
Government officer or employee, through decision, 
approval, disapproval, recommendation , the rendering of 
advice, investigation or otherwise, in a . . . contract, 
claim, controversy, charge, accusation, arrest, or other 


“Martens subsequently met with the Executive Officer for ICAP, 
Lawrence Godwin, and described his proposal. Although Martens told 
Godwin that Thomason was interested in the proposal, Godwin did not 
know who Thoraason was. Godwin provided Martens with some 
background information, but otherwise took no action regarding the 
proposal. 
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particular matter in which, to his knowledge, he . . . 

[or an) organization in which he is serving as officer, 
director, trustee, general partner or employee . . . has 
a financial interest. . . . 

Under section 208, the government, must prove the following 
beyond a reasonable doubt: (,1)_ the defendant was an officer or 
employee of the executive branch; (2) that he participated 
personally and substantially in his official, governmental capacity 
in a particular matter; and (3) that he knew he had a financial 
interest in the matter. See e ■ g. United States v. Nevers . 7 F.3d 
59, 62 (5th Cir. 1993 ). 31 Moreover, we also would be required to 
show that Martens and Thomason knew that they were government 
employees. United States v. Baird . 29 F.3d 647 , 652 (D.C. Cir. 
1994) (§ 203 case); United States v. Nofziger . 878 F.2d 442, 443 
(D.C. Cir. 1989) (Under 18 U.S.C. § 207 "the government was 
required to prove that [the defendant) had knowledge of all the 
facts making his conduct criminal."). 

In a section 208 prosecution in this case, we would have to 
prove the following: (1) that Martens and Thomason were government 
employees or special government employees; (2) that they knew they 
were such employees; (3) that as government employees, they 
knowingly participated in decisions concerning the Travel Office or 
the awarding of a federal aviation contract; and (4) that they did 
so knowing that they or TRM had a financial interest in the 
replacement of the Travel Office employees or the awarding of the 
aviation contract. 

Section 205 prohibits an "officer or employee of the United 
States" from acting "as agent . . .for anyone before any department 
[or] agency . . . in connection with any . . . [contract, claim, 
controversy, charge, accusation, arrest, or other particular 
matter] in which the United States is a party or has a direct or 
substantial interest." A special government employee is subject to 
this prohibition only in relation to particular matters involving 
a specific party or parties "in which he has at any time 
participated personally and substantially as a Government employee 
or special Government employee. ..." or in relation to those matters 
pending in the department or agency of the Government in which he 
is serving, unless the special government employee has served less 
than 61 days in such agency or department during the past year. 
18 U.S.C. § 205(c) . 

There are no reported cases of prosecutions under section 205 
in the last 20 years and few cases have been brought under this 
statute. Under section 205, it appears that we would have to prove 


3, A knowing violation constitutes a misdemeanor under 18 U.S.C. 
§ 216. To convict Thomason or Martens of a felony, we would have 
to prove that they acted willfully. 
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the following beyond a reasonable doubt: ( 1 ) that Thomason or 
Martens were government employees or special government employees- 
(2) that they knew they were such employees; and (3) that either of 
them knowingly acted as an agent before the White House on behalf 
of TRM, Worldwide or Air Advantage in connection with the Travel 
Office terminations, or acted as an agent before the White House or 
ICAP on behalf of TRM in connection with the federal aviation 
consulting contract that was being sought. 

Thus, we can establish a criminal violation under section 205 
or section 208 only if we can prove that Thomason or Martens were 
government employees or special government employees, and knew they 
were such. Neither 205 nor 208 defines the phrase "employee," nor 
is it defined elsewhere in Title 18. The term "special Government 
employee" is defined in 18 U.S.C. § 202. Under section 202, for 
purposes of sections 205 and 208 a special government employee is 
defined as follows: 

an officer or employee of the executive or legislative 
branch of the United States Government . . .who is 
retained, designated, appointed, or employed to perform, 
with or without compensation, for not to exceed one 
hundred and thirty days during any period of three 
hundred and sixty-five consecutive days, temporary duties 
either on a full-time or intermittent basis .... 

In the absence of an explicit definition of "employee" in the 
criminal conflict of interest statutes, the Public Integrity 
Section, the Office of Legal Counsel, the Office of Government 
Ethics, and Congress traditionally have looked to the definition of 
employee set out in 5 U.S.C. § 2105, which deals with the Civil 
Service. 32 

Section 2105 defines an employee as one who is: 

1. appointed by a government employee acting in an official 
capacity, including the President; 


32 Indeed, in November 1989, Congress formally amended section 
202(c) so that it expressly stated that for purposes of the 
criminal conflict of interest statutes, including 205 and 208, the 
term "employee" means those individuals defined in 5 U.S.C. § 2105. 
In May 1990, Congress removed this reference from section 202 
because it discovered that §2105 is limited only to those persons 
appointed in the civil service, and Congress wanted military 
officers as well as members of civilian uniformed services such as 
the Public Health Service included within the coverage of the 
conflict of interest laws. See Detailed Explanation Prepared by 
House and Senate Legislative Counsel to P.L. 101-280, 1990 
U.S.C.C.A.N. 169, 136 Cong. Rec . H1646 {April 24, 1990). 
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2. engaged in the performance of a Federal function under 
authority of law or an Executive act; and 

3. subject to the supervision of a government employee while 
engaged in the performance of the duties of his position. 

The Courts construing section 2105 have held that all three of 
these elements must be met, and 'that the requirements for these 
elements should be strictly construed. Watts v. Office of 

Personnel Management . 814 F.2d 1576, 1579 (Fed. Cir . 1987); Bisson 
v. Office of Personnel Management . 908 F.2d 947, 949 (Fed Cir. 

1990) . Courts have rejected a "totality of the circumstances" 
approach, holding that "[a]n abundance of federal function and 
supervision will not make up for the lack of an appointment." 
Costner v. United States . 6865 F.2d 1016, 1020, 229 Ct.Cl. 87 
( 1981). 33 The starting point in analyzing whether a person was a 
government employee under section 2105 is whether that person had 
a federal appointment. 

Bayless Manning, a leading commentator on the conflict of 
interest laws, has noted that normally a formal relationship is 
required; 

One does not become an "employee of the United States" 
merely by voicing an opinion on government matters to a 
federal official at a cocktail party. The distinction 
may be shadowy in a particular case, and each situation 
must be judged on its own facts. Formalities can play an 
important part. In the ordinary situation, a person will 
not be considered to be a consultant-employee if he does 
not bear a formal appointment, is not enrolled on the 
personnel roster of the relevant agency, has no 
government personnel file in his name, and has not been 
sworn in or signed the customary oath of a government 
employee. 

Federal Conflict of Interest , pp. 29-30 (1964) . Manning goes on to 
note, however, that other factors might also be relevant: 


33 Indeed in Horner v. Acosta . 803 F.2d 687 (Fed. Cir. 1986) the 
court found that members of a unit formed to perform intelligence 
functions were not government employees even though they were hired 
and supervised by Naval officers, trained at government training 
facilities, and issued government identification (which did not 
give their true position or functions) . The Court concluded that 
the evidence indicated the members of the unit were not appointed, 
noting that there was an absence of the usual indicia of civil 
service status, such as an executed SF-50 (Notification ot 
Personnel Action), or SF-52, (Request of Personnel Action) and that 
there was a general practice not to administer the oath of office. 
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Is the person's advice solicited frequently? Is it 
sought by one official, who may be a personal friend, or 
impersonally by a number of persons in a government 
agency that needs expert counsel? Do the meetings take 
place during office hours, and does, perhaps, the adviser 
maintain a desk or working materials in government 
facilities . 


Id. 


In the context of providing advice, the Office of Legal 
Counsel has discussed whether one could be a government employee 
without such formality. In 1977, OLC considered whether a person 
who advised the President almost daily, principally on an informal 
basis, would thereby become a Government employee or special 
Government employee. Opinion 77-9, Office of Legal Counsel, 
Department of Justice, February 24, 1977. Applying the factors 
listed in 5 U.S.C. § 2105, OLC noted that the adviser was not 
formally appointed, that it was doubtful his personal advice on a 
wide variety of issues would be regarded as a Federal function, and 
that the largely personal relationship between the President and 
his adviser was apparently based on mutual respect rather than an 
assignment of duties under the President's supervision. OLC 
concluded that the adviser did not have to be designated as a 
special Government employee and abide by the restrictions of the 
conflict of interest laws solely by virtue of his informal 
consultations with the President. 

In its analysis OLC commented, however, that "an identifiable 
act of appointment may not be absolutely essential for an 
individual to be regarded as an officer or employee in a particular 
case where the parties omitted it for the purpose of avoiding the 
application of the conflict of interest laws or perhaps where there 
was a firm mutual understanding that a relatively formal 
relationship existed." 

OLC reached a different conclusion concerning the adviser's 
work on a current social issue, as opposed to his usual role as 
informal adviser. The adviser called and chaired a' number of 
meetings attended by employees of various agencies in relation to 
this work, and assumed considerable responsibility for coordinating 
the Administration's activities in this particular area. OLC 
concluded that for these purposes the adviser was engaging in a 
government function when he performed these duties and that he 
presumably was working under the direction or supervision of the 
President. OLC determined that the adviser should be designated a 
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special Government employee for purposes of this work, that he be 
formally appointed and take an oath of office. 3 * 

There is no evidence that Martens or Thomason had any formal 
status as a government employee or special government employee. 
Neither was appointed to a position, took an oath of office or 
received a title. The White House personnel office has no record 
of either of them applying for or receiving a position, and they 
received no compensation from the Government. We located no one 
who said that Thomason or Martens sought a government position, or 
that either held himself out as a government employee. 35 

Nor is there sufficient evidence that either Thomason or 
Martens was a de facto government employee or special government 
employee for purposes of § 205 or § 208, or that they sought to 
avoid the formalities of government office in an effort to skirt 
the conflict of interest laws. 

It is true that Thomason for a short period had a hard White 
House pass, made some use of an office at the White House and that 
he provided advice to the President and other White House staff. 
However, such facts are consistent with a volunteer status, and 
there is no evidence that he hid behind such status in an effort to 
avoid the strictures of sections 205 and 208. The White House pass 
application that Thomason himself signed clearly indicated on its 
face that Thomason was serving as a volunteer . and his 
uncompensated activities at the White House are consistent with 
that status. While the pass Thomason received was equivalent to 
the type of pass normally provided to employees, such hard passes 
also were provided to at least eight others who were not employees. 

Moreover, there is insufficient evidence that Thomason 
performed a federal function or acted under the supervision of a 
federal employee. As a close friend of the President and Mrs. 
Clinton, Thomason on occasion provided informal advice to the 
President. He appears to have provided some thoughts concerning 


^Whether or not a person should formally be designated as an 
employee and given the oath, as OLC concluded in that instance, 
does not answer the more difficult question of whether that same 
person could be charged with knowing and willful criminal conduct 
under the conflict of interest laws. The appointment process and 
oath serve not only as legal formalities, but provide concrete 
evidence that the person knew of his or her status as a government 
employee . 

35 In a January 29, 1993 memo to Thomason, Martens suggested 
that they " [ojbtain some form of official status as advisors to the 
White House for general aviation policy matters." The documents do 
not indicate that Thomason or Martens followed up on this 
suggestion . 
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the President's first Ets:= :f the Union address in February 1993 
and offered guidance, with actress Markie Post, about how 

best to stage Pre.31der.h_1i events and use the symbols of the 
Presidency fids is the type cf advice that Presidents routinely 
seek cmt fxrends and informal advisers outside of the 
GsOTncirst,-* 

2 k caaue—: an with the Prliue. House's Travel Office inquiry, 
Taa-.asoc sirTp iy rtropiic-i in: "man ion ha received from Martens to 
Va ritias ansd Faster as veil as a rscomr.r -aation of how to handle the 
natter from, a 'media prospective. lie vt: also involved in lining up 
Sanqn le tc rraxlace the t-ertinatev -aes . He talked to Watkins 

a ccnBtL-a <rf tines and attaisdei ratings with Foster and others. 
Oar isrser.hiigcriian disclosed' that made no decisions concerning 
tenw f±ffi trusmury was tt be- c aad accsg and die not participate in the 
aecrsin tv imttc the employees. Simply put, Thomason had no 
official respemu t • .itv for handling this matter and only provided 
itforKati’Oa and 1 limi ted itforaal advice. Moreover, throughout this 
period Thom? s et eemtirred to operate his television production 
cx mx assv m 3 , other business interests. Unt^r these circumstances, 
«e draff trot rtarvidce- a jury or a court that Thomason's activities 
rendered - hi r a ■government sstlcy:t under the conflict of interest 
statuses , that he knew that la ves an employee, and that he engaged 
in krrocttg car wailful criminal c .".duct.' 

TD»- -fact fiat Thomason*, a close friend of both the President 
d®d Km- ClfC22, was. given use or a test, telephone and computer 
in the East Winer does not cringe our conclusion . Volunteers are 
afforded yank smite elsewhere in the White House, such as the 


Jstolteraas, ve s imp ly cannot prove that he was an employee 
for purposes ct. section 205 and 122. and that he knew he was such. 
T 5 ae only "nfrciai" action that we could point to in order to 
establish hit status, as an employee is that he provided information 
concerning the Travel 2 fit.ee to r.ouason and Watkins. He 


mime. also argue that his imaging project, which 
f erased re. comment eating President Clinton's message more 
exiectively was political campaign work, rather than federal 
ccremaenr work- In fact, the proposal that Thomason prepared 
suggested the use ox inaugural funds for its implementation, rather 
than cusnntEBt funds- 

I1 We tlsc mote that Thomason's assistance to Martens in 
connection with the federal aircraft survey contract predated his 
activities, in connection with the Travel Office. Thus, the later 
Travel 'Office activities cannot be used to show that Thomason was 
a g.rvemrtt emgs-oyee at the time that he passed along Martens's 
aircraft srurmey proposal, a requirement that would have to be met 
in r $ 2.11 car 5 203 prosecution based on that proposal. 
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apparently attended only one meeting on the matter. He did not 
work on Thomason's imaging project, and while Martens received a 
White House pass, it was a volunteer pass, and the Secret Service 
has no record of it being used. 

Even if we were able to show that Thomason or Martens was a 
government employee for purposes of section 208 and knew of their 
status, we would have difficulty establishing the other elements of 
the statute beyond a reasonable doubt. Both men participated in 
some manner in the inquiry concerning the Travel Office — at 
minimum providing information relevant to the decision-makers. It 
is not at all clear, however, that such participation would qualify 
as "substantial" under the statute. Thomason and Martens clearly 
had no decision-making role. Moreover, even if we could establish 
that they had some employment status, we would have difficulty 
establishing that the employment was connected with the Travel 
Office. Thus, Thomason and Martens could argue that they simply 
provided factual information relevant to the Travel Office inquiry 
and that their participation in this process was outside the scope 
of any alleged employment. We have little evidence to attack that 
claim. 3 ' 


CONCLUSION 


For the foregoing reasons, we recommend that prosecution of 
Thomason and Martens be declined. 


3, Such a claim would bar a prosecution under § 205 as well. 
Section 205(c) states that special government employees who have 
worked less than 60 days are only barred from acting as agents in 
matters in which they have participated personally and 
substantially as a Government employee or special government 
employee. Thomason arrived at the White House to begin work on the 
imaging project on April 30. 
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SUBJECT: Recommendation to Decline: Darnell Martens and Harry 

Thomason - • " 


INTRODUCTION 


Darnell Martens and Harry Thomason were interviewed as part 
of the White House Travel Office Management Review, which 
examined the firing of the Travel Office staff. In addition, 
Martens was interviewed by the FBI during the course of our 
Travel Office, investigation, in their interviews. Martens and 
Thomason generally denied having an interest in securing White 
House Travel Office business for their aviation consulting firm, 
Thomason, Richland- and Martens_.(TRM) .... During our investigation, 
we obtained documents suggesting that they may have had such an 
interest. * — - 

Based upon those documents, we conducted further 
investigation to determine whether there is a basis for false 
statement charges against Thomason or Martens under 18 U.S.C. 
S1001. We issued a series of grand jury subpoenas, reviewed 
documents from the relevant individuals and businesses, had 
certain handwritten notes transcribed, and conducted additional 
interviews, including interviews of the employees involved in the 
White House Management Review. 
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We hive concluded that the oral, unsworn and unrecorded 
statements made by Martens and Thomason to the Management Review 
team and by Martens to the F3I cannot support a successful 
prosecution under 13 U.S.C. §1001. _ Accordingly, we recommend 
that prosecution be declined in this matter at this time. If 
additional information develops, we can reopen the case. 

The FBI concurs with this recommendation; 

•" tT~ FACTS 


• We set forth many of-Ithe” relevant' facts previously in the 

Billy r. Dale prosecution memo, dated August 10, 1994 and our 

Tanuarv n , 1996 memo recommending declination of Martens ana 
Thomason on conflict of interest charges. We incorporate these 
by reference. 

On May 4-S, 1993, the White House announced that Chief of 
Staff Mack McLarty would begin an internal management review of 
the decisions and events surrounding the dismissal of the Travel 
Office employees, and that he would be assisted by Director of. 
the Office of Management and Budget, Leon Paneti_a. Panet^a and 
McLarty assigned the task of interviewing witnesses and 
collecting documents to John Podesta, then Assistant to the 
President and Staff Secretary. Podesta in turn assigned his 
deputy Todd Stern. Two junior employees in McLarty s office, 
Dwight Holton and Andre Oliver, also provided assistance, largely 
by listening and taking notes. 

One of the matters that the Management Review team looked at 
was the involvement of Harry Thomason, Darnell Martens and TRM in 
the firing of the Travel Office employees. Toward that end, 
interviews were conducted of both Thomason and Martens. 

A. Martens interview 

Martens was interviewed by phone on June 14. Podesta, Stern 
and Holton participated in this call. There were follow up calls 
on June 23 and June 26. All the calls were unsworn and 
unrecorded, and the White House employees who spoke with Martens 
were not trained or professional interviewers. The documents 
indicate that only Stern -and Holton took notes. The notes are 
not a detailed transcript of • the..words that were spoken; rather, 
thev capture the substance of the questions and answers, and 
reflect the thoughts of the note— takers. The notes taken by 
Stern and Holton are not consistent with one another in recording 
the particular words that Martens spoke. 

The notes reflect that the June 14 interview traced how 
Martens met Thomason in 1989 and how Martens, Thomason and 
Thomason's agent, Dan Richland, formed TOM as equal partners to 
provide consulting services to corporations concerning their 
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corporate aircraft operations. Martens was the sole employee of 
TRM. 


Martens described how at Thomason's request in January 1992, 
he made a trip to Little Rock, Arkansas to help the Clinton 
campaign set up their charter aircraft operations. Martens then 
began to help the campaign on a regular basis. Initially, when 
the campaign was still using small corporate aircraft, Martens 
helped pick the right size, of- aircraft and talked to charter 
companies to help line up the equipment: By February, the 

campaign started using larger aircraft,, and Martens had no 
experience chartering big- airplanes. Martens recommended that 
the campaign retain a .charter broker, Air Advantage (AA) , to 
handle that task. AA was already doing business with the 
campaign and was run by Penny Sample. 

AA would locate and arrange for equipment, ground fees, fuel 
and catering. For his part. Martens would help the campaign 
choose the right combination of price and service offered by the 
charter operators as well as review contracts, invoices and other 
financial aspects related to the charters. Martens also compiled 
the per leg cost of trips for Federal Election Commission 
reports. AA billed the Clinton campaign for its services, and 
included a per hour charge for 'Martens. After the campaign. 
Martens continued to work for the Clinton transition team. 

Holton's notes reflect that Martens indicated that after the 
campaign he wanted to get back to aviation consulting and TRM's 
business plan. He assumed that the Travel Office had competitive 
bidding. He had become close to AA and several of the carriers 
that supplied equipment. Martens recounted that he and Thomason 
talked about it, and he told Thomason he would recommend AA and 
the operators highly. 

Holton's notes reflect that Martens was asked whether there 
were "[d]iscussions about TRM doing White House business?" . 

Holton recorded Martens response as, "For charter/wh travel, no, 
absolutely not." 1 Stern's nine pages of handwritten notes of 
this interview do. not include either this statement or response. 
They merely state that "DM wanted...out — did not want big .A/C work 
(for the Adm'n)." 2 


‘Holton's notes reflect that at this point Martens did 
mention TRM's interest in obtaining a consulting contract 
concerning the government's civilian aircraft. 

2 Stem's notes regarding a follow up call with Martens on 
June 26 call state almost in their entirety, "Happy to set up 
meeting w/ PS [Sample] not looking for consulting." 
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Martens then recounted that in late January 1993, he asked 
Thomason if he could find out who was responsible for travel at 
the White House. 3 Thomason reported back that he spoke to 
Dee Dee Myers and she thought a bidding process was involved. In 
the first week of February, Martens called Myers and she referred 
him to Billy Dale. Martens then spoke to Dale. 

-Martens advised the Management Review team that he told Dale 
he was with TRM and that he. coordinated travel during the 
presidential campaign. Martens _told Dale that there were a lot 
of people interested, in .off ering.icharter aircraft to the White 
Houie and asked, what the. pr.ocess™was."~ Martens said that Dale 
assumed he was calling as a -charter broker,, which TRM was not. 

Dale told Martens that everyone wanted White House business 
and that he could get any price Martens could. Dale insisted 
there wasn't any price/ service combination at which Martens could 
get business from the Travel Office. Dale's reaction was almost 
violent, telling Martens, "Don't waste my time or yours." 

Martens said he thought Dale "was saying that he could get great 
bids — he was a broker, he was viewing me as broker, so 
unnecessary." Dale told Martens he would meet with him the next 
time- Martens was in D.C. , but advised Martens not to make a 
special trip . 

After the call, Martens spoke to. Sample, and she told 
Martens that the Travel Office was using one airline and that 
Dale was not interested in competitive bidding. Martens told the 
Management Review team that he was taken aback, and started 
developing a memo in his lap top computer. He stated that the 
memo was started and completed by mid-February. 

Prior to the interview, the Management Review team had 
already obtained a copy of the final version of this memo. The 
memo had been faxed by Martens to Thomason on May 10, 1993, and 
had been circulated by Thomason to others in the White House as 
evidence of irregularities in the Travel Office. 

The memo describes Martens ' s contacts with Dale concerning 
the Travel Office, and includes information Martens later 
collected, largely through Sample. It discusses the Travel 
Office's use of predominantly one charter airline, which Martens 
alleged was Republican operated, __and Twhich Martens stated had 
insured press coverage of- Bush campaign appearances by not fully 
charging the press for travel costs. 


’Stern's notes read "late January HT flying to DC going to 
WH DM — find out who's flying press corps so I can call find 
out what opportunities." 
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on its tace, Martens's memo seems to describe efforts bv trm 
itself to obtain Travel Office business. The memo is entitled — 3 
"WHITE HOUSE PRESS CHARTERS" and is labelled "confidential " 

Under the heading "The Proposal", the memo begins: 

Dee Dee Myers stated to both Harry Thomason 
(personally) and Darnell Martens (by phone) that the 
White House was not tied to any particular charter 
operator and that based ...on that assumption she saw no 
reason why Thomason, Richland & Martens, Inc. (TRM) 
should not be-able to compete -for the .White House Press 
Corps charter business.''' —- — — - 

The memo goes on to recount that: Dee Dee Myers referred Martens 
to Dale and "Mr. Dale informed Mr. Martens that there was no 
possible combination of .price/service under which TRM could earn 
the White House business and to not waste his time discussing the 
matter." According to the memo, Dale asked "what could TRM do 
that he could not do." The memo. indicates that Martens responded 
as follows: 


Martens informed Dale that TRM purchases a much higher 
volume of charter hours than the White House does and 
that the buying power could be combined with the White 
House business to lower the cost from particular 
vendors to the Press Corps. 


In a section entitled "The Result", Martens wrote 

With 20 years of experience in air charter and being 
the former "president" of Air Elvis, I can state 
without equivocation that the operator and aircraft are 
out there and they are capable and deserving of some of 
the business. Why can't they compete for the business’ 


In a summary section, the memo lists the following points: that 

there is no competitive bidding for Travel Office charters that 
the current operator has only two aircraft and attempted to 
provide free transportation to. press covering the Bush campaign, 
the Travel Office refuses to discuss business opportunities 
with legitimate charter operators and that, the Travel office 
claims price is of little significance because the press pays, 
even though the government pays -for officials flying on the press 
planes . 


Holton's notes indicate that the Management Review directly 
asked Martens about the conflict between his claims that he was 
seeking business on behalf of others — not TRM — and the direct 
references in the meao to seeking business on the part of TRM. 
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According to Holton's notes 4 , Martens was asked "In memo, you 
refer to possibility of TRM getting WH business?” Martens 
responded that it didn't seem important because it was a memo to 
himself: ”1 knew what I was talking about which was to find out 

bidding process.” Martens maintained that there was "nothing" in 
this for TRM. He stated that TRM would not have done consulting 
on this bid, but on future projects. 

Martens further explained that he.was trying to bring 
closure to the campaign relationships; it did not seem like a big 
deal. He "wanted to see if-AA could get some business." He did 
recognize that he would. get some business goodwill out of his 
efforts. 

After writing the memo, Martens said he spoke to Thomason in 
Los Angeles the third or fourth week of February when Martens saw 
him on the set of Designing Women. Thomason was surprised at the 
lack of competitive bidding. According to Holton's notes. 

Martens stated the matter "didn't come up again until May I'm 
out of it until May." Martens said he "had gone ahead with the 
initial business plan. Didn't have anything to do with 
charters." According to Holton's notes of the June 23, 1993 
follow-up call, Martens was not sure if he sent the memo to 
Thomason until May 10, but may have done so in March. 5 

During the interview. Martens did acknowledge that he was 
interested in a consulting bid concerning the federal 
government's fleet of civilian aircraft. 

Finally, . according to Holton's notes, after the firings, 
Thomason asked Martens who should help set up the charters for 
the press and Martens recommended Sample. 

As part of our investigation of potential false statements, 
the FBI interviewed Podesta, Stern and Holton about their 
interviews with Martens. They recall the substance of the 
information that they got from Martens and described what they 
believe Martens was trying to convey. However, their 
recollection concerning the details of what specific statements 
Martens actually made in the interviews is not strong. In fact. 


‘Stern's notes are silent on this. 

Bolton's notes of this follow up call also appear to 
reflect that Martens said he told Thomason about the call 
earlier. Indeed the White House Management Review report 
recounts that Martens did so, and gave Thomason greater detail in 
his trip to Los Angeles in early March. 
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Stem does not recall one of the follow up calls at all. 4 Stern 
told the FBI that during the June 14 interview Martens made it 
clear that he was not interested in obtaining business for his 
own company, but instead was interested in helping others who had 
worked on the campaign by attempting to ascertain how companies 
could bid on and obtain White House Travel Office business. 

Stern recalled that Martens told him that when he wrote the memo 
summarizing his conversation with Dale, he referenced TEM only as 
a shorthand for the other companies that might want to bid for 
White House Travel Office business. Stem also explained a 
reference in his interview notesltblMartens, inquiring about 
opportunities for flying the press “corps. Stern said this 
referred to Martens asking- about .opportunities on behalf of other 
companies which had a relationship with the Clinton/Gore 
campaign. Stem drew no distinction between Martens attempting 
to get business with the White House Travel Office during his 
conversation with Dale and Martens attempting to obtain business 
with the White House Travel. Office at any other time. 

Stern also told the FBI that Martens said in his interview 
that he was trying to get business from the Government for TRM on 
a different matter. According to Stern, Martens related that he 
was interested in doing an audit of Federal corporate-size 
aircraft. He did not believe that these planes were used 
efficiently and thought TEM could conduct an audit to determine 
how the aircraft could be shared. 

In his interview with the FBI, Podesta recalled that Martens 
said that TRM was not in the same business as the Travel Office. 
TEM worked primarily with corporate executive jets while the 
Travel. Off ice chartered large planes and handled commercial 
bookings. Martens explained that when he wrote the memo he was 
using TRM as an example and did not specifically mean TRM. 

Martens did not distinguish between TEM and other companies as he 
was merely seeking information. Podesta drew no distinction 
between Martens's denial of attempting to get business in the 
conversation with Dale and Martens attempting to get business 
with the Travel Office at any other time. 1 


‘in evaluating the reliability of their- recollection, we 
note that the Martens, telephone interviews were part of what ‘the 
Management Review report called "an extensive series of 
interviews with persons inside and outside the White House." 

’During a prior FBI interview on March 3, 1994, Podesta had 
a similar recollection of this interview. Podesta recalled 
Martens telling him that he was not interested in obtaining 
Travel Office business for himself, but rather was inquiring for 
a friend. Martens acknowledged that in his call with Dale, he 
stated that he was asking for business for his company. Martens 

(continued...) 
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Podesta also recalled that Martens had stated that he was 
attempting to obtain business with GSA and had spoken to GSA 
about fleet management and small airplane utilization. 

Finally, when interviewed by the F3I, Holton recalled that 
during the Management Review interviews, Martens stated that he 
had expressed an interest to Thomason in determining whether the 
Travel Office was open for competitive bidding. Martens stated 
that he was affiliated with-Air -Advantage and he was interested 
in the possibility of getting-ebusiness f or, AA with the White 
House. Holton recalled ..Martens- denying that- he was attempting to 
get' business for. TRM. According-to Holton, Martens had stated 
that he was never. -interested in obtaining travel office business. 
Martens did not mention during the interviews if he had spoken to 
Thomason about obtaining business with the Travel Office for TRM. 
Martens made it clear that his only interest was for AA. 

Holton also recalled that Martens advised he was attempting 
to get business with the federal government on a different 
project. That project involved studying the fleet of Federal 
aircraft in order to make it run more efficiently. 


B. Thomason interview 

As part of the Management Review, Thomason was interviewed 
face-to-face by both Podesta and Stern on May 27, 1993. No one 
else was present. For his part, when questioned by the FBI, 

Stem initially could not recall the interview. The FBI then 
showed Stem his notes, which read in the pertinent part: 

DM — : appropriate to bid on WH Charters? HT: No, No. HT do 
not like travelling press on planes. Why not create good 
will w/charters by white paper on how to bid for WH 
business? TRM did not want to do what he did on campaign* 

After reviewing his notes, Stern told the FBI that Thomason 
said he had told Martens that it was not appropriate for TRM to 


7 ( . . . contiriuedj 

says that this was simpler than saying he was calling on behalf 
of someone else. Martens said '"that., the memo that he had written 
was for his own use. - 

*The notes reflect that Thomason then called Dee Dee Myers, 
and had Martens follow up. Thomason also acknowledged that 
Martens’s memo just mentioned TRM and did not say what other 
charters he was talking about. Finally, Stem's notes reflect 
that Thomason told the interviewers he knew Martens was making 
efforts to do a study for GSA of the government's civilian 
aircraft. 
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solicit business with the Travel Office. Thomason believed, 
however, that it was still useful to determine how a company 
would go about the bidding process. Thomason wanted to use that 
information to create good will with companies who had worked on 
the Clinton/Gore campaign. Stern could not recall when Thomason 
said this conversation occurred. Nor could he recall if Martens 
had mentioned the conversation in his interview. 

Podesta also had little .recollection of the Thomason 
interview. He told the FBI" that his best recollection was that 
Thomason was not trying to-get- business -for. himself or TRM. 

After reviewing, his. notes, -'he stated that the notes reflect that 
Martens asked Thomason if TRM should bid on the Travel Office 
business. Thomason told Martens they should not.’ Podesta did 
not know when the conversation between Thomason and Martens 
occurred. .. 

C. White House Management Review Report 

On or about July 2, 1993, the White House Management Review 
report was issued. It synthesized the interviews in the 
following fashion: 

Harry Thomason has said consistently that his 
actions with regard to the Travel Office were in no way 
motivated by a desire to enrich himself, and his 
assertions are not contradicted by the record, still, 
in early February, Thomason made a call to the White 
House on behalf of Darnell Martens, his partner in TRM. 
Martens, in turn approached the Travel Office in an 
apparent effort to secure business. That approach was 
outlined in the memo to file that Martens wrote at the 
time. 


Martens asserts that, although the memo speaks in 
terms of TRM earning White House business, he wanted to 
learn how to bid on White House charter business not 
for his own company, but for other companies in the 
charter and charter brokerage business with whom he 
developed relationships during the Clinton-Gore 


’Podesta' s notes in the -relevant- part state: 

would we bid on W.H. charters. H.T. NO white paper 
on how we can bid 

The notes go on to reflect that Thomason stated he asked Myers 
who to call. As a result of that conversation. Martens ended up 
calling Billy Dale. Thomason acknowledged that no white paper 
was ever produced. However, in early February a memo was 
prepared of the Martens-Dale conversation. 
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campaign. Even so. Martens remained an interested 
party. Had he been successful in helping charter 
friends obtain White House contracts, good will may 
have accrued to his benefit in other transactions with 
the same companies. 

It is entirely plausible that Thomason was in no 
way motivated by the hope of financial gain. On May 
20, when Thomason was., ashed, by Stephanopoulos , who was 
unaware of the Martens memo, .whether he had any 
financial interest in any . company bidding on White 
House work,' Thomason, nofviewing TRM as bidding on the 
charter business, specifically denied it... 

(Report at 19). .ZZ' 

D. FBI Interview 

As part of the criminal investigation that was supervised by 
the Section, Darnell Martens was interviewed by the FBI on 
September 2, 1993. At the time, Martens was represented by 
attorney Robert S. Bennett. 10 After numerous discussions with 
us, Bennett agreed to the interview on the condition that we 
confirm to him that Martens was not a subject or a target. 
Accordingly, shortly before the scheduled interview we sent him a 
letter advising that Martens "is neither a subject nor a target 
of the Department's investigation at this time." We were 
unwilling to provide such a letter concerning Thomason, and 
consequently Bennett decided not to make Thomason available for 
an interview. 

Present at the interview were FBI Special Agents Pamela 
Bombardi and Dana Gillis, along with Stuart Goldberg. Martens 
was represented by Bennett and an another lawyer in his firm, 
Roberto Iraola. 

Agents Bombardi and Gillis generated a nine page FBI 302 of 
the interview. That 302 was dictated one week after the 
interview. At the beginning of the interview, Martens was 
questioned concerning the origins., of TRM, how Martens met 
Thomason, and TRM. and. Martens 1 s 1 role in the Clinton-Gore 
campaign. — v - -- 

Martens described TRM as a firm providing consulting 
services to companies concerning the budgeting and operation of 
corporate charter aircraft. After being introduced to the 
Clinton campaign by Thomason, Martens began to help the campaign 
run its charter operations. In the process, Martens recommended 


■“Martens is now represented by Tom Green. 
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that AA be selected as the campaign's charter broker, based on 
its past performance in the arrangement of spot charters. 

Martens recounted that after the inauguration, he asked 
Thomason for a point of contact regarding bidding on travel 
business of the White House press corps. In late January, 
Thomason told Martens he had spoken to Dee Dee Myers and referred 
Martens to her. Martens related that he called Myers and she 
transferred his call to Dale.- Dale.: told Martens he was not 
interested in hearing proposals -from either operators or vendors 
regarding aircraft and that he could -match ..any. ..proposal Martens 
might bring forth.. Dale conveyed"to Martens that there was no 
combination of: price or service that could be. offered to obtain 
White House Travel Office business. Dale stressed that since 
press funds were involved, service and not price was all that 
mattered. Dale invited Martens to meet with him the next time he 
was in DC, but cautioned him not to make a special- trip. 

During this conversation, Martens advised Dale that 
throughout the Presidential campaign, TRM performed functions 
related to air charter operations in much the sane manner as the 
Travel Office. 

Martens stated that at the conclusion of the conversation he 
generated a computer file detailing results of what had just 
transpired, between himself and Dale. It was this memo that 
ultimately was faxed to .the- White House. 

The Gillis and Bombardi 302 reflects that, as he did with 
the Management Review team, Martens told the FBI that he "was not 
soliciting business for TRM during his conversation with Dale." 
This statement in the 3 02 is supported by the rough notes of both 
agents. Gillis 's notes reflect Martens stated "No continuing TRM 
role if Air Advantage had obtained W.H. business Could possible 
[sic] have been brokerage firm for screening business to Air 
Advantage, '* and that "When talking to Dale was not soliciting 
business for TRM."“ Similarly, Bombardi' s rough notes state "No 
soliciting business for TRM". 12 


"Gillis 1 S' notes also reflect: that Martens stated that he, 
"would not receive (unintelligible) for W.H. business." The word 
that Gillis could not make out in: transcribing his notes for us 
might be "fee". 

“Gillis* s notes also reflect that "Martens had asked 
Thomason to Let D.D. Meyers [sic] that Martens interested in 
bidding on white house press corp business . " Agent Bombardi * s 
notes on this subject state, "after election had asked Harry — 
if ever see Dee Dee Myers — ask if opportunity to bid on press 
corp — ". Stuart Goldberg's handwritten notes reflect that 

(continued...) 


11 



965 


The 302 also reflects that Martens stated that during the 
campaign Sample had expressed to Martens an interest in obtaining 
the White House travel business, although Martens was unable to 
recall a specific conversation with Sample regarding access to 
the Travel* Of f ice business. Martens did recall that prior to his 
conversation with Sample, he had spoken with her about what she 
could offer the Travel Office and she told him she was aware of 
carriers with new equipment and lower prices. 


During the interview. Martens was pressed on the conflict 
between his memo and his, denial that-, he was - seeking business on 
behhlf of TRM. Although acknowledging the apparent conflict, 
Martens was insistent that: he was calling on. behalf of Air 
Advantage and others, not TRM. He said the purpose of the memo 
was to jog his memory. As the 302 states, "Martens role was to 
introduce Sample to someone in the WHTTO. According to Martens, 
THM was to have no role in White House travel had Air Advantage 
acquired business from the WHTTO." 


Martens recounted that the day of his call with Dale, he 
related the conversation to Thomason while on the set of 
Designing Women. Martens told Thomason that Dale said there was 
no bidding process regarding the White House Travel Office 
operation and that there was no way to obtain the White House 
business. Martens recounted that in mid to late February, 

Martens met with Thomason. At that time he told Thomason that 
Sample had said the -Travel office was. known in the travel 
industry to use one carrier exclusively and that Sample had 
passed on negative comments concerning Dale's dealings with Miami 
Air. Martens did- not ask Thomason to make any contacts or do 
anything regarding White House travel business. 

On May 10, 1993, Martens was called at his Cincinnati Office 
by Thomason, who was in Washington at the time. Thomason asked 
Martens to provide him with any written communications- he had. 
regarding his telephonic contact with Billy Dale.- Martens faxed 
a copy of the memo he had previously written himself, attaching a 
transmittal sheet. 




E. Relevant: TRM Documents 

.TED. — ' . in..-' 


we obtained a number of 
documents from. Harry Thomasonthrcrugh his attorneys. Two of 
these documents on their face appear to indicate that Martens, 
least in late January and early March 1993, had an interest in 


at 


12 ( . . . continued) 

Martens spoke of wanting to bring "closure 1 * to his relationship 
with AA and the operators and accordingly "Asked HT — if you see 
Dee Dee — ask her if any opp for anyone in campaign to bid on WH 
press charters. w 


12 
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TEM obtaining business in some fashion from the Travel Office. 

On January 29, 1993, Martens wrote a memo to Thomason, labelled 
confidential, listing a number of "TEM ACTION ITEMS." The memo 
focuses on possible ways to improve TRM's future business 
prospects. 13 In item two, the memo states, 

If we are to pursue Washington opportunities: 


D) Determine who controls, the scheduling of the 
White House Press Corps aircraft. This can be done by 
TEM such' as the campaign.: aircraft were handled. 


Next to this item, there is a handwritten note stating, "DHM 
[Martens] will pursue with Dee Dee Myers." 14 This appears to 
indicate that Martens suggested to Thomason the possibility of 
TEM seeking for itself business from the Travel Office. 


Martens ‘s apparent interest in Travel Office business is 
echoed in a document sent from Martens to Thomason. On or about 
March 5, 1993, Martens faxed Thomason an earlier version of the 
memo regarding his conversation with Dale. 13 In a cover memo 
dated March S, Martens states 


Attached is a summary of where we are in the White 
House Press Charter story. The attached summary is for 
YOUE EXES ONLY at this time since I cannot yet prove 
everything contained in the report. I do believe it to 
all be true but proof is always something else again. 


The cover memo goes on to refer to the fact that Air Advantage is 
assisting Martens in collecting information. 


“Among other things, the memo recommends that TEM obtain 
official status as advisors to the White House for aviation 
policy matters and proposes one or more of several consulting 
project such as a review of all non-military government aircraft 
and development of a computerized safety and operational 
database. Martens also suggests, that TEM use the trade name of 
"Harry Thomason & Associates" toTcapitalize on Thomason's name 
recognition. . ._ ' ._ 

14 We have not identified whether it is Thomason who made this 
notation. For purposes of this analysis, we assume that this is 
the case. 

“Martens supplied a later version of the memo on May 10 to 
Thomason. That version was circulated in the White House prior 
to the firings. 
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The version of the memo accompanying the fax is 
substantially similar to the one ultimately faxed to the White 
House on May 10. However, there is one significant difference. 
After describing the contact with Myers, Dale's negative comments 
and information concerning the alleged pro-Bush efforts of the 
charter operator used by the Travel Office, the memo contains a 
section entitled "The Solution." This section reads in its 
entirety : 


1) At minimum. . . 


the Administration- should “direct the White House 

Transportation Department to contact TRM/Air Advantage 
who would systematically search the market for the best 
price/service combination for the flight request made- 
on behalf of the press. 


In this way, the White House business would be spread 
among several operators and the equipment best suited 
to the mission would be acquired. Also, under this 
system, no allegations of monopolies or favoritism 
could be made against the White House Transportation 
Department . 


2) At best. . . 

...the Administration should disband the antiquated 
Transportation Department system in favor of the 
functions being outsourced to TEM/Air Advantage. This 
would provide services equal to those now supplied, 
place all transactions at "arms length" and make it 
possible to reduce the White House staff by 4 to 5 
people (one administrative person would likely be 
retained in the White House as a coordinator) — an 
estimated savings of $250,000 per year 

Although we have found numerous versions of the May 10 memo, 
no other versions contain this "Solution" section or expressly 
propose that TBM or Air Advantage obtain Travel Office 
business. 16 r 

Finally, a third document 'raises some questions concerning 
Martens continuing involvement with Sample in connection with the 
Travel Office business. On May 13,' 1993, six days before the 
Travel office employees were fired and the day before the Peat 


16 We have been unable to date these other versions and 
determine whether this "Solution" section was inserted for the 
first time on March 5, or determine when it was dropped out. 
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Marwick audit commenced. Martens sent Thomason a fax in the White 
House stating: 

1 30 day Billing Cycle No Problem 

2 Aircraft are being reviewed for Sun. , if needed 

3 Penny £ I can be at White House to assist "C" as needed 
to begin operations 

4 Call me with update when convenient 17 



A file relating to the Travel Office was found in Vincent 
Foster's office after his death. In the file were several 
notebooks where, among other things, Foster attempted to trace 
the chronology of the events leading up to the Travel Office 
firings. From the manner in which these notebooks were 
maintained and the notations on them, it appears that Foster was 
maintaining these for his personal use and not for public 
dissemination. One of the chronologies drafted by Foster is 
dated May 30, 1993, and is labelled "Attorney Client Privileged 
in anticipation of Litigation." Part of the entry for May 12, 
1993 relates a discussion concerning how the Travel Office 
operations would be handled if the personnel were terminated. 
Foster states 

in course, whether in response to Q or implication, HT 
said he nor his company would have nothing to do with 
it, wouldn't get near it, very emphatic. 

In a similar chronology describing the events of May 12, which is 
labelled "PRIV" , Foster recounted that Watkins talked about how 
the Travel Office would be run if the personnel were fired. He 
briefly described a discussion concerning about whether Worldwide 
and Cornelius would be inserted on an interim basis, noting "HT - 
-wouldn't touch it." ' 

II. LAW 

Section 1003. of Title 18, United States Code, provides in 
pertinent part that: 

Whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction of any 
department or agency of the United States knowingly and 


"Martens told the FBI in his interview that after the 
f 7 ings , Cornelius called him for a recommendation on a travel 
coordinator. He recommended Sample and said he thought she would 
do it without pay. He then called Sample and told her he had 
volunteered her services. Martens said he was not aware of the 
arrangements agreed to between Cornelius and Sample. 
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willfully . - • makes any false, fictitious or 
fraudulent statements or representations, shall be 
fined no more than [$250,000“] or imprisoned not more 
than five years, or both. 

To prove a violation of §1001, we must show beyond a reasonable 
doubt that Martens or Thomason (1) made a statement (2) that the 
statement is false or fraudulent; (3) that the statement is 
material- (4) that the statement" was made knowingly and 
willfully; and (5) that the.. statement- pertained to an activity 
within the jurisdiction- o~f-. a-f ederalTagency . . See , e.g. , United 
states v. Steele . 933 F. 2d: 1313, 1318 (6th Cir. 1991). 

Willfulness is shown by evidence that the defendant acted 
"deliberately, voluntarily, and intentionally." Devitt, Blackmar 
& O'Malley, Federal Jury Practice and Instructions , §37.14 
(1990). Or, "with an intention to do something the law- forbids. " 
1A L. Sand', et al. , Modern Federal Jar/ Ins tructions 36-9 (1993). 

A department or agency has jurisdiction "when it has the 
power to exercise authority in a particular situation." United 
States v. Rodgers . 466 U.S. 475, 479 (19S4). While the question 
has not been specifically addressed in the D.C. Circuit where 
venue would lie, 15 the jurisdictional element is generally 
treated as a matter of law for the court to decide, although the 
jury must decide whether the false statement was actually in 
connection with a matter within the jurisdiction of the United 
States, see 1A L. Sand, et al., Modern Federal Jury Instru ctions 
36-10 (1993); Devitt, Blackmar & O'Malley, Federal Jury Practice 
and Instructions . §§37.07 and 37.11 (1990) . 

A fact is material if it "has a natural tendency to 
influence, or was capable of influencing, the decision of the 
tribunal in making a (particular) determination." United State s 
v. Dices . 613 F. 2d 988, 999 (D.C.- Cir. 1979), cert, denied , 446 
U.S. 982 (1980) (quoting Weinstock v. United States . 231 F. 2d 
699, 701-02 (D.C. Cir. 1956)). See also United States v- Hansen . 
772 F.2d 940, 950 (D.C. Cir. 1985) (statement is material if it 
"tended to conceal information that would have prompted 
investigation or action") , cert, denied. 475. U.S. 1045 (1986) . 
Proof of actual-reliance on the statement is-. not required, as, 
"the Government need only make a reason a_b 1 e showing of its 
potential effects." Dices 613 F.2d at 999. Under the Supreme 
Court's recent decision in - United States v. Gaudin. 115 S.Ct. 

2310 (1995), materiality is an issue for the jury. 


“The fine provision is governed by 18 U.S.C. § 3571(b). 

“The FBI interview was conducted in Washington, D.C. , and ^ 
the telephone interviews were conducted with the interviewers in 
Washington, D.C. 
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Section- 1001 may be applied to "statements [that were] not 
under oath [and were] not stenographically transcribed." See 
Harzani v. United States . 168 F.2d 133, 141 (D.C. Cir.), aff'd hv 
an equally divided court . 335 U.S. 895 (1948). "The absence of 
such formal trappings is relevant, of course, to the difficulty 
of proving beyond a reasonable doubt exactly what the defendant 
said and whether he intended to deceive his audience as to a 

material question of fact " United States v. Poi ndextp-r 951 

F.2d 369, 387 (D.C. Cir. 1991). .. _ ' 

, xixE •• yxr.YSis 

Cases charging- unsworn, oral false statements under section 
1001 are difficult, and are brought rarely unless joined with 
other criminal charges . Because the .statements are not written 
or formally transcribed, the government has the burden of proving 
that the defendant made the specific statements that he is 
charged with making, and proving that. the context of those 
specific statements supports the meaning that the government 
attributes to them. Once a particular factual statement by the 
defendant is established, the government must then have strong 
evidence that the specific statement made by the defendant was 
false, and that he made the statement knowingly and willfully. 

In evaluating the potential charges against Martens under 
section 1001 , we have attempted to identify the particular 
statements that were made by Martens that we can prove are false. 
Because generalized impressions cannot be the basis for a 
prosecution, we have reviewed the notes taken by the interviewers 
at the time that they spoke to Martens in order to identify the 
statements Martens in fact made. Without references directly 
from the notes, the defense would be able to successfully attack 
the Government's case solely on the basis of whether or not the 
charged statements in fact were made . 20 

The interviews that occurred during the White House 
Management Review are the most vulnerable on this point. They 
were conducted over the telephone, were not conducted by trained 
or professional. interviewers, the notes of' the interviewers are 
not consistent with one another, on what Martens actually said, 
and the present recollection of. the interviewers is weak. 



J0 The general impressions include, for example, Holton's 
recollection that Martens indicated in his interview that he had 
no interest in obtaining Travel Office business, and that his 
only interest was on behalf of Air Advantage. Such impressions 
<pavoidably reflect the knowledge and thought processes of 
interviewers, and they are not a record of the words and 
statements actually spoken by Martens. As such, they would be 
subject to strong challenge by the defense if used as a basis for 
false statement charges. 
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The notes of Holton, the most junior member of the team 
interviewing Martens reflect the following from the telephone 
conversation with Martens: 

Discussions about TRM doing White House business? 

For charter/wh travel, no, absolutely not. 

Stern's nine pages of handwritten notes of this interview do not 
include either this statement .or response. They merely state 
that "DM wanted out. — did not -want _b_ig A/C work (for the Adm'n)." 

' Stem's notes of a follow up phone call with Martens .state 
almost in their entirety, "Happy to set up meeting w/ PS [Sample] 
not looking for consulting." In his interview with the FBI, 

Stem said he does not recall the conversation and does not know 
what was meant in his notes. 21 

Holton's notes also reflect that Martens was asked "In memo, 
you refer to possibility of TRM getting WH business?" Martens 
responded that it didn't seem important because it was a memo to 
himself: "I knew what I was talking about which was to find out 

bidding process." Martens maintained that there was "nothing" in 
this for THM. 22 TRM would not have done consulting on this bid, 
but on future projects. Again, Stern's notes are silent on this 
statement. 

The statements made to- the White House Management Review 
team would provide a poor foundation for a criminal prosecution. 
We must have proof beyond a reasonable doubt of all elements, 
including that a particular statement was made and that this 
specific statement was false. Yet the interviewers have little 
or no specific recollection of Martens 's words, and none of the 
potential false statements is found in the notes of more than one 
individual. This is especially significant because Martens would 
attempt to claim that any damaging statement is taken out of 
context and that the notes are inaccurate. For example, Martens 
would certainly argue that he was not expressly asked if there 
were any " [d] iscussions about TRM doing White House business?" 
because if he ..had been, his answer would not have been "no, 
absolutely not." . 

Martens could acknowledge that there were such discussions 
and that this was known publicly. He could point out that 
Thomason readily was admitting such- a discussion with Martens to 


2, For instance Stern cannot say what time period in 1993 this 
comment refers to. 

a At the same time, both Martens and Thomason acknowledged to 
the Management Review team and to the FBI that they were 
generating goodwill from which they might benefit in the future. 
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the press. For instance, Thomason was quoted in a May 23 , 1993 
Los Anaeles Times article as stating that Martens contacted him 
after the election about the possibility of TRM supplying 
aircraft to the Travel Office. Thomason told the Los Anaelpg 
Times : 

He [Martens] asked me, "do we want to do business with 
them [the Travel Office]," Thomason recalled. I said 
"no, I don't think we..should fool with that." 23 

Indeed Thomason recounted :this conversation - to Podesta and Stem 
when they interviewed him on May 27, just two weeks before they 
interviewed Martens- •: 

Martens could convincingly argue that he must have 
misunderstood the question, or that it was inaccurately recorded 
by Holton. He would be supported by the absence of any similar 
question and answer in Stem's notes and the fact he had no 
reason to "conceal" something that was common knowledge and 
which, as Thomason explained, did not lead to any illegal 
activity. 

The FBI interview was conducted by professional 
interviewers, and is not subject to the same degree of challenge 
on this point. We have reviewed the agents notes and 302 to 
identify specific statements that we might be able to show are 
false. The notes taken by Special Agents Bombard! and Gillis, as 
well as the 302, agree that Martens stated that he "was not 
soliciting business for TRM during his conversation with Dale." 24 
Because this statement is strongly grounded in the agents ' notes 
and 302, and is relatively specific, we have focused on this 
statement as a potential basis for a false statement charge. 


^Thomason went on to say that he did tell Martens that he 
saw no reason why Martens could not contact the White House on 
behalf of other companies in which Thomason had no financial 
interest — as long as the companies were seeking only to obtain 
business through competitive bidding. 

^There are other references-in the notes indicating that 
Martens suggested he was not interested in obtaining business and 
certainly the agents got that impression. For example, Gillis' 
notes state, "No continuing TRM role if Air Advantage had 
obtained W.H. business Could possible [sic] have been brokerage 
firm for screening business to Air Advantage." Gillis' s notes 
also state, "would not receive (unintelligible) for W.H. 
business," and the unintelligible word could be "fee." These 
references lack the specificity and clarity required for a 1001 
prosecution. 
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Based upon our review of the evidence, we have concluded 
that the government cannot prove beyond a reasonable doubt that 
this specific statement was false, and that Martens made the 
statement knowingly and willfully. 

The strongest proof of falsity that we have are the 
documents from January and March, 1993, in which Martens appears 
to express an interest in obtaining Travel Office business along 
with Air Advantage. The documents are-in Martens's own words 
and they provide relatively st rong circumstantial evidence that 
Martens was interested in obtaining Travel .Off ice business at 
least until early March. However; without more, these documents 
do not provide proof beyond a reasonable doubt that Martens ' s 
statements about his conversation with Dale were knowinqly and 
willfully false. . — — 

In his FBI interview, Martens was shown his memo regarding 
his conversation with Dale, and he did not dispute that the memo 
indicates that he spoke to Dale in terms of TRM doing business as 
a broker. He has admitted that he used that language, but claims 
that his purpose was to learn about the bidding process, not to 
obtain business for TEM. The government's case would rely on a 
particular reading of the documents, and Martens would argue that 
his interpretation is the most reliable because he was the 
author. Moreover, the phrase contained in the agents' notes — 
"soliciting business" — is also subject to some interpretation, 
and it does not appear in any of Martens 's documents. 

Beyond the documents, we lack live witnesses who could 
establish that Martens 's statements were false. M Indeed the 
only live witnesses on the disputed issues will be defense 
witnesses — Harry Thomason, Penny Sample and others who will say 
that they had no knowledge of TRM soliciting business for itself. 
In fact, from the earliest stages of this matter, Thomason has 
offered a consistent explanation. He has said that Martens 
raised the possibility of TRM obtaining White House business, and 
that he told Martens no. Thomason says he told Martens instead 
to gather information about the process for obtaining Travel 
Office business so that they could pass it on to others who were 
involved in the campaign and potentially develop good will. The 
documents are consistent with Thomason's explanation, and this is 
also corroborated by the private_notes taken by Vincent Foster, 



“Dale could be a witness as to the phone call he received 
from Martens; however, Martens has not disputed that he spoke to 
Dale in terms of TRM getting business from the Travel Office, and 
the content of their phone conversation would not be a contested 
issue. 
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which indicate that Thomason was emphatic that he would not be 
involved in Travel Office business. “ 

The government would also have difficulty establishing a 
convincing motive for. Martens to lie about this particular fact 
We would have to show why Martens admitted several facts that 
were potentially embarrassing, but lied about others. For 
example, Martens admitted to using political access (by having 
Thomason call Myers) to solicit business for Air Advantage a 
company that had assisted with_the_.campaign,.. and with whom' 
Martens had a business relationship.- He also admitted that he 
was attempting.- to ^obtain aircraft' survey work for TRM from the 
federal government and that he met with Bruce Lindsey in the 
White House concerning that proposal. Martens can point to his 
admission of these facts that were potentially embarrassing, and 
use this to challenge the government's suggestion that he made 
false statements about obtaining Travel Office business to avoid 
embarrassment to himself or. the administration. Instead, he can 
argue that he would have admitted that he was soliciting Travel 
Office business for TRM if. it were true, but it was not true. In 
support of this. Martens can also point to the fact that TRM was 
not in the charter brokering business, and thus could not do the 
Travel Office business that the government would have to prove he 
was soliciting in order to establish a violation of section 
1001. n 

The nature of the statements and proof in this case raise an 
additional difficulty in that the potentially false statements do 
not focus on concrete conduct, statements, or actions by Martens. 
That is. Martens did not deny making a particular call, attending 
a particular meeting, or writing a particular memo. Instead, 


“The only issue raised by Thomason's exolanation is timing. 
When did Thomason tell Martens that TRM should not seek to obtain 
Travel Office business? Thomason has indicated that it took 
place prior to Martens' contact with Dee Dee Myers and Dale, but 
the documents suggest Martens may have had an interest in 
obtaining Travel Office business-after that contact. 

^Martens ' s memo of. his conversation with Dale, which we 
would need to rely on. in a SlOOl'prosecution, supports Martens on 
this point. The memo states, "Martens informed Dale that TRM 
purchases a much higher volume of charter hours than the White 
House does and that the buying power could be combined with the 
White House business to lower the cost from particular vendors to 
the Press Corps." Martens would be able to say that this 
demonstrates that he was not soliciting business on behalf of 
TRM, but rather for charter brokers such as AA. Charter brokers 
such as AA purchase high volumes of charter hours, but the 
evidence indicates that TRM did not. 
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Martens admitted all of the facts that establish his conduct." 

For example, he acknowledged that he contacted Dee Dee Myers, and 
then spoke to Dale. Moreover, Martens admitted that Dale got the 
impression that he was seeking business for TKM as a broker, and 
that he spoke to Dale in those terms. In sum, there is no 
dispute over the facts of what Martens said or did. 

As a result, the alleged falsity would focus on what 
Martens's state of mind was whenhe took those actions and spoke 
the words that he agrees he .spoke—- For example, it would not be 
enopgh to prove that Martens called. -the- -Travel Office and spoke 
to Dale in terms of IBM obtaining business,, because Martens 
admitted that ha. did so. Instead, we would have to show that 
Martens was actually "soliciting business for TKM" when he said 
the words that ha agrees he said. Moreover, in a false statement 
case, we would have to show not only that Martens was soliciting 
business in that conversation, but that he was intentionally 
lying when he was interviewed months later and denied that he was 
soliciting business.® 

Because the alleged falsity and our proof would be centered 
on Martens 's characterization of what he was doing in his 
conversation with Dale, rather than on a particular act, we would 
be faced with an additional level of difficulty that is not 
present when the allegedly falsa statements are representations 
about the existence or non-existence of a concrete fact. Given 
the other problems of proof- presented in this case, the defense 
would exploit this to raise ambiguity and doubt in the minds of 
the jurors. 

Moreover, because Martens admitted that he had a 
conversation with Dale, admitted what was said, and admitted that 
he wrote a memo about the conversation, the defense could argue 


"Martens may have done so because he had little choice given 
the documents; but whatever his motives, we cannot dispute that 
Martens acknowledged what he said and did. 

"Literal- truth is a defense to a false statement charge 
under section 1001, see United States v. Milton , a F.3d 39 , 45 
(D.C. Cir. 1993), cert, denied . 115 S.Ct. 299 (1994), and thus 
the government would be. required to -disprove any literally 
truthful interpretations offered by_the defense. For example. 
Martens could argue that "soliciting business" has a particular 
meaning for him in his line of work, and that his conversation 
with Dale was not a business solicitation as he uses that phrase. 
Similarly, because TBM would have to work through a charter 
broker, like Air Advantage, Martens could argue that it was not 
possible for him to solicit business directly. with the Travel 
Office. 
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to the jury that any alleged falsity is trivial. This argument 
goes to the element of materiality, and further reduces the 
case's limited jury appeal. 30 The argument would also cause the 
jury to question the government's motives for bringing the case. 

While not a determinative factor in our recommendation, we 
note that the background behind the Travel Office matter would 
enable Martens to portray his indictment as a political 
prosecution. Given the on-going -and" close congressional scrutiny 
of the Department 's^ hand ling nf this criminal investigation. 
Martens would have- ample- ammunition.i'from- which to argue that the 
Department bowed to- political : pressure from Congress and offered 
him up as a sacrificial lamb; This is particularly the case 
since section 1001 charges are rarely brought when based solely 
on unsworn and unrecorded oral' statements, and there are no other 
criminal charges accompanying the false statement counts. Given 
this backdrop. Martens could argue effectively that he was a 
scapegoat, and that, out of all of the resources, investigations, 
and attention devoted to this matter, the only charge is an oral 
false statement from an interview, and the person to be charged 
is an outside business person with little connection to the 
administration . 

Thomason 

We also have concluded that a successful 1001 prosecution 
cannot be brought against Thomason. Such a prosecution would 
have to be based upon Thomason's representation during the White 
House Management Review interview that he told Martens that TRM 
should not bid on the Travel Office business. We have neither 
documents nor witnesses to refute this statement. Each of the 
documents we have recommending that TRM take an interest in 
soliciting such business from the Travel Office was authored by 
Martens, not Thomason. Thomason can easily say that he dismissed 
these suggestions of his over-eager partner. Indeed, Thomason's 
claim that he was not ' interested in Travel Office business is 
bolstered by several entries in Vincent Foster's notebooks. 
According to Foster, in meetings prior to the Travel office 
firings, when the topic of who would take over the Travel Office 
operations came up; Thomason emphatically stated that he. was not 
interested. Because Foster 1 s notebooks appear to have been for 
his personal use and not public. dissemination, we think a jury 
would find his handwritten notes -to be highly credible. 


“Because the issue of materiality is now left to the jury 
under Gaudin . the defense would be permitted more latitude on 
exploring this issue before the jury. 
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CONCLUSION 

We recommend that prosecution of Martens and Thomason be 
declined. 
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